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USSR JOURNAL REVIEW OF FRENCH BOOK ON SDI 


Moscow INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS in English No 12, Dec 86 pp 127-129 


[Article by Alexei Kireyev] 
[Text] 


The authors of the book ander review, 
journalists Carlos de Sa Rego and Falwizio 
Toncilo, analvse the military political es- 
sence of the US Strategic Defense Inifiati- 
ve (SDI), its history, and the economic 
mechanism of its implementation On the ve- 
ry Srst pages of the book, they acecr! thal 
it would be impracticable and unproductive 
lo develop «8 “space shield” which 
is advertised by the US Adminictratics 
as 08 hOmecens)6=« (of «(pulling = an nd 
to the nuclear cra” (p. 8). In the authors 
words, “only one thing has become clear 
following three years of research, namely 
that there will be no shicld. Al the dawn 
of the 2ist century, just lke today, muciear 
weapons will be able to destroy the whole 
of civilisation” (p. 111) 

The book notes that as carly as the 1960+ 
the USA was vigorously developing space 
arms systems. Even at a time when certain 
headway in Soviet-US relations was being 
made, the US military industrial compiles 
never ceased working on new weapon sys 
tems. Since 1974, the Pentagon jointly with 
Rockwell International and TRY carried on 
research in using lasers and particie-beam 
weapons in the AEM mode, later to be in 
tegrated into the Star Wars programme As 
for the current US President, since his ve 
ty frst days in office he has shown inte 
rest in a “space” shicld” agains! ballistic 
missiles. In the spring of 1982, the altra 
conservative Heritage Foundation published 
@ report entitied “High Fronticr” which as 
serted that placing in orbit 432 saiciilites, 
each armed with SO small missile killers ca 


pable of destroying ICBMs in Bight, would 
ye sufficient to ensure relizhlc anti missile 
éclen=e (p 23) 

The report instantly drew the White 
House's attention. Yet, even mi’ Aary caperts 
tegarded the US President's statement of 
March 23, 1983, in which be sct the tack of 
rendcring nuclear weapons impotent and ob 
solete, as a sensation (p. <5) Even the 
first official comments made Ht clear thal 
the new ABM concept as proposed by the 
President provided for orbiting battle sys 
tems designed to bit ICBMs and older 
objects In Bight 

An assessment of military and political 
aspects of the new ABM system was given 
in the reports prepared by two independent 
commissions sect up imencdiatcly after the 
President's March speech The reports were 
not published verbatim bul it was clear 
from the discussions among those in the 
know that they contsined no single indica 
tion of the ABM space system capability to 
provide security for the whole of the USA 
No surprise, then, thal the SDI progr anune 
failed to elicit unconditional support armung 
the legislative body In 1985, the Pentagon 
tuceeeded in wringing only § 1,400 milliou 
out of the requested $2,500 million for Star 
Wars, end in 1986 only $2,750 million ins 
tead of $3,700 million (p. 82) 

Nowctheless, military experts hold that 
in the coming years SUI would swallow 
up the bulk of the outlays for military 
R41) and would become an ‘oxygen mask’ 
for the war industry” (p. 84). ft is quite 
endersiandable, therefore, why major mi 








litary contractors of the US military indust 
rial complex rushed to enter the Gerce com 
petition for contracts. Since 1983, 250-odd 
companics have akeady been granted cont 
tracts wort: ever $3,000 million (p. 86) 
A special Star Wars lobby has also taken 
shape, consisting of major military-indust 
rial corporations, small-scale highly specia- 
lised firms working on technological so- 
vellies, and research institutions engaged in 
military development. . Six hundred million 
dollars have been earmarked for the period 
tit 1989 for university SDI -rclated research 
alone (p. 89). 

The beok shows Sow the USA has gre 
dvally drawn its allics into SDI The in 
volvement of West European countrics and 
Jepan in the tran-nalional structure of the 
US militery-industrial compiex began in 
March 1985 with the well-known lelter of 
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinbe-ger in 
which he made an ullimatum resembling de 
mand that the US NATO allies define their 
s‘titedes to the SDI programme within 60 
days (p. 100). Just the arrogant style of 
the leticr stirred up irritation in Wesitcra 
Furope The allies were particularly wary of 
having been “invited” to partake of the prog 
tame only as subcontractors. France exp 
sessed well founded apprehensions thet the 
joint implementation of the Star Wars plans 
would make Old World countries fall ever 
farther behind the USA and Japan in the 
field of state-of-the art tcchnologics, and 
propey:d to step ap West European scicn 
tife and technological integr2tion within 
its proposed Furcka project (p. 101). Yet, 
as the authors note, Paris’ warning was 
not heeded in other West European § capi 
tals In the FRG, « bitter political struggle 
crupied betwcen SDI proponents and oppo- 
nents, resulling in a compromise decision 
to start talks with the USA on joining SD! 
bul to view it only #5 an ordinary commer. 
cial venture rather than a militery-straicgic 
programme Eventually, however, the FRG 
became a full fedged pariner in SDI, which 
was formalised in an agreement concluded 
by the two governments in the spring of 
1986 in Washington 

Eager to demonstrate ils “Allaniic § soll- 
darily”, Britain as carly as December 1995 
signed @ “memorandim of understanding” 
with the USA, setting down general rules 


COPYRIGHT: Obshchestvo “Znaniye", 1986 
English Translation COPYRIGHT: 
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for the participation of B itish Gms and 
companics in pulling int, ciicct the Siar 
Wars progiamme. Whal 's more, during the 
talks the British side fai\ed to wring from 
the Americans an assurarce that its share 
in the SDI programme ‘sould amount to 
$1,500 million as it w'died (p. 106) 

Virtually all West Emopran mititary-in- 
dustrial comparies, according to the wihors, 
wish io cul off the biggest possible picce 
of the SDI pie Yet, as it follows from the 
report of the Federation of American Scien. 
lists, almost a hall of the Star Wars-re- 
lated projects will be off limits to West 
Furopean firms since they fall under the So- 
viet-US ABM Ircaly banning the transler 
to other countries, and the deployment ow- 
side ‘he national tcirifories, of ABM sys- 
lems of their components limited by = the 
Treaty. Farthermore, one-third of the US 
projects has been designed for technologies 
which are merely unavailable in Western 
Europe. Since shout 13 per cent of the pro. 
jects are aimed at developing hardware ca- 
pable of yiclding a quick commercial re. 
turn, one would be hard put to sce the US 
Congress permitting the Administration to 
Gnance would be rivals of the US  fions 
The upshot of all the showe is that, in the 
opinion of American s-icntists, West Pro. 
pean enterprises would be able to cleim not 
more than 3 per cent of all outlays for 
SDI (p. 110). This would hardly provide « 
significant impetus to West Emope's «ien. 
tifie and tcchnological development 

The authors believe that the imphmenta- 
tion of the Star Wars programme, «ubick is 
so dangerous for mankind, would in the co- 
ming decades whip up the arms race ond 
increase mistrust and instability in relations 
between the USSR and the USA. They oleo 
capress the supposition that the countries 
of Fastern and Western Europe can, by pool- 
ing their efforts, sct about safeguarding in 
carnest their own security. Thus far, they 
believe, the position of Western Europe has 
been equivocal and inconsistent. 

The alarm cxpressed by the authors of 
the book under review in connection with 
the Star Wars programme is consonant with 
the thoughts and sentiments of the progres- 
sive public in Western Europe which is vi- 
gorously opposed to Washington's aggres. 
sive military space plans 


Progress Publishers 1986 








SDI AND SPACE ARMS 


PRC PEOPLE'S DAILY: WESTERN EUROPE UNEASY VER STAR WARS PLAN 


HK140822 Beijing RENMIN RIBAO in Chinese 14 Feb 87 p 6 


[“Roundup” by correspondent Li Yunfei (2621 0061 7378): “Strategic Defense Initiative 
Again Causes Unease in Western Europe”) 


[Text] London, 12 Feb — British Prime Minister Thatcher said at a joint press 
conference with Italian Premier Craxi in London yesterday, what we have to tell the 
United States is that since the Strategic Defense Initiative deployment issue is 
extremely important to everyone, they should consult their allies about it. According 
to public opinion, it was rather unususl for Mrs Thatcher to publicy express herself in 
this way. This shows that the Strategic Defense Initiative is again causing unease 


among the Western European allies. 


There has recently been a constant stream of reports from the other side of the 
Atlantic that research on the Strategic Defense Initiative has made rapid progress, and 
it may be possible to initiate the first stage of deployrent between 1993 and 1995. 
For this reason, the United States is currently discussing a reinterpretation of the 
U.S -Soviet 1972 treaty on anti ballistic missiles. It was originally thought that 
Strategic Defense Initiative deployment would be achieved in the next century, but it 
will be done before then. 


Western countries paid attention to these reports after they came out. FRG Chancellor 
Kohl requested President Reagan to continue to abide by the antimissile missile treaty; 
NATO Secretary General Lord Carrington also sent similar letters to Weinberger and 
Shultz; and the British ambassador to the United States was ordered by Thatcher and 
Geoffrey Howe to hurry end have a meeting with Shultz on 6 February before Reagan 
convened a meeting of the National Security Council. 


The reason why the countries of Western Europe are uneasy is that, as they sev it, if 
the United States goes ahead with this plan, the anti-missile treaty will cease to have 
effect, hopes for a U.S.-Soviet disarmament agreement will be dashed, and a new round 
of the arms race will be sparced off between the superpowers. There was veiled 
criticism from the countries of Western Europe when the United States broke the 
provisions of SALT-II last November. These countries held that limitation by treaty 
was always better than no treaty at all. As for the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative, 
although the countries of Western Europe support it, they also harbor rerervations in 
varying degrees. At the end of 1984, Prime Minister Thatcher and President Reagan 
agreed on four views on this question. One of their views was that the actual 








deploymert of this scheme should be a topic of future talks between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. Based on their own security considerations, the countries of 
Western Europe hope that the United States and the Soviet Union will be able to reach 
some kind of disarmament agreement to ease the arms rece, but they do mot want the 
immediate establishment of a “nuclear-free of a “nuclear-free zone,” nor do they except 
e perfectly fool-proof Strategic Defense Initiative. 


Prime Minister Thatcher and Foreign Secretary Geoffrey Howe are scheduled to visit the 
Soviet Union at the end of mext month to play more of a2 part in easing East-West 
relations and reducing armaments. This will be relatively useful for the Conservative 
Party in winning over the eleciorate in the sext general election. If the United 
Stetes breaks the antiballistic missile treaty and tension rises in U.S.-Sovier 
relations, this will obviously have an unfavorable effect on Britain. 


According to reports, President Reagan decided on 10 Febrwary to send scmeone to 
consult the Western European allies At the same time, however, people have noted some 
harsh words from U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Director Adelman. He said 
that the way in which the United States interprets the antimissile missile treaty is no 
concern of the Western European allies, as they are mot qualified to tell us how we 
should correctly interpret the treaty. Hence, whether the United States will listen to 
the views of the Western European couwstries and soothe their unease is «4 question of 
concern to public opinion here. 


/9738 
CSO: 5200/4059 








SDI AND SFACE ARMS 


BRIEFS 


JAPAN"S ENVOY TELLS U.S. OF CONCERN ON ABM TREATY, SDI-—Washington, i0 Feb 
(KYODO)--Japan Tuesday urged the United States to observe the Anti-ballistic 
Missile Treaty in proceeding wit the Strategic Defense Initiative, Japanese 
Ambessador to U.S. Nobuo Matsunaga said. Matsunaga told reporters he made the 
representation to Michael Armacost, the under secretary of state for political 
affairs. Matsunaga said he also told Armacost thac Japan wants to be consulted 
piteor to a U.S. decision to deploy the space-based antimissile system kncwn 
popularly as “Star Wars.” Armacost assured Matsunaga that SDI wouid not 
violate the ABM Treaty, which the United States concluded with the Soviet Union 
in 1972. Japan has agreed to allow Japanese private sector to take part in the 
research of SDI projects, on the condition that the SDI progrcm falls within 
provisions of the ABM Treaty. Matsunaga also said Armacost told him that there 
was only a debate calling for partial deployment of the SDI system and the 
administration had made no decision about it. Armacost also said he was not 
aware the administration would make a decision in the near future. Matsunaga 
said he told Armacost that the Japanese Government “iu watching with creat 
concern” about moves within the United States seeking early deployment of the 
SDI program. Armacost said Britain, West Germany and Australia and other U.S. 
allies have similarly expressed concern about a possible early deployment of 
SDI. [Text] [Tokyo KYODO in English 0637 GMT 11 Feb 87 OW) /9738 


CSO: 5260/068 








U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


TASS ASSESSES U.S. DEFENSE INFORMATION CENTER STUDY 
LD292222 Moscow TASS in English 0817 GMT 29 Jan 87 


[Text] Washington, 29 Jan (TASS)--TASS correspondent Nikolay Turkatenko 
reports: 


The Reagan Administration's course in the military field is directed not at 
curbing the arms race but at escalating it, the authoritative Washington-based 
Defense Information Center concluded in a study released here under the title 
"The Unravelling of Nuclear Arms Treaties: Another Step Toward Nuclear War." 


"Recent events demonstrated sharp contradiction between the Reagan Administra- 
tion's rhetoric on negotiating arms reductions and its actions. President 
Reagan has said many times that he is committed to negotiating an arms limita- 
tion agreement with the Soviet Union, yet his actions have undermined both 

the prospects for new agreement and the effectiveness of existing agreements,” 
the authors of the study say. 


They recall that on 28 November 1986, the U.S. Administration exceeded the 
limits of the SALT IT Treaty by fielding the 13lst 2-52 bomber carrying cruise 
missiles. Today the administration is subver‘ing such a basic Soviet-American 
agreement as the ABM Treaty by going ahead with its Strategic Defense Initia- 
tive. 


The "defensive" weapons of the ABM systems, developed under SDI, can be 
justifiably viewed by the Soviet Union as a component of the first-strike 
strategy, the study notes. SDi is openly aimed at thwarting the ABM Treaty 
also for the simple reason that the later document prohibits the development, 
testing and deployment of systems or components of ABM defenses in the sea, 
air, space or mobile ground-based modes. 


SDI, meanwhile, is directed at the development of space-based systems, that 
is, those systems expressly prohibited by the ABM Yreaty. The commitment to 
that program is absolutely incompatible with the treaty whatever "broad" 
interpretations of the ABM Treaty are used by the administration. If the ABM 
Treaty becomes a "dead letter," major defense systems would be deployed and 
any opportunity for reductions in or even a halt of the escalation of offen- 
sive weapons would be killed simultaneously, the authors of the study say. 


This course, they conclude, jeopardizes other Soviet-American agreements and 
accords still in effect, thus escalating world tension and aggravating the 
risk of the accidental outbreak of nuclear war. 


[9738 6 
Cs0: 5200/1291 











U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


MOSCOW: POSITION ON TALKS CONFIRMED BY JANUAKY PLENUM 
LD011950 Moscow Television Service in Russian 1500 GMT 1 Feb 87 
[From “The International Panorama" presented by” ..ay Shishlin] 


[Text] Hello, comrades: It has turned out that January 1987 has been marked 
by the resumption of many important negotiations, and many international 
meetings are beginning and continuing. They could all be enumerated, but one 
can read about this in our press. Well, how are the talks going? Perhaps 

I shall dwell on the most vital, the most important, namely, the nuclear and 
space weapons talks which have entered another round. 


The U.S. representative at these talks expresses satisfaction with the pace, 
with the dynamism with which these talks began, and he also expresses satis- 
faction with the fact that the level of these talks has been raised at a 

Soviet initiative. As is well known, the talks are being conducted on our 

side by Vorontsov, first deputy minister of foreign affairs. Indeed, certain 
progress can be felt at these talks, although this progress is, of course, 
very, very modest. At the same time one feels a clear force exerting a braking 
influence on these positive elements that have become apparent. 


There exists a point of view, quite widespread inside and outside the United 
States--probably familiar to you--that the White House is in a state of paraly- 
sis and that it has become practically lifeless. It would appear that this 
point of view is confirmed by the content of President Reagan's State of the 
Union Address to Congress. This address is amazlingly devoid of any construc- 
tive ideas directed toward improving the international atmosphere. It drops 

a few words about how the United States is interested in constructive relations 
with the Soviet Union, but I would repeat that there is simply no concrete 
confirmation of this statement in the address. 


Our attention is also drawn to another point: that a U.S. state figure has 
over the last few days been making particularly persistent statements about 
the need for the speedy introduction, by stages, of SDI elements. Moreover, 
it is clear that they want to make SDI the tombstone of the whole disarmament 
process. What is this? I think that there are many «lements of bluff here; 
bluff with regard to Congress, from which they want to extort agreement to a 





new military budget amounting to $312 billion and bluff with regard to the 
Soviet Union, to whom they are, in a way, giving a signal: agree to a minimum 
of action and uncouple the Reykjavik package; otherwise, everything will be 
difficult. There are, of course, objective obstacles with regard to the 
possibilities of the current U.S. Administration, but in any case the overall 
U.S. point of view, its position, is to a greater extent, probably, represented 
by the braking forces. 


There is another position, the Soviet position which is a moral, lofty position 
dictated by an aspiration to arrive at a nonviolent, nuclear-free world. The 
work of the January plenum of the party Central Committee, which has, one must 
say, made a simply shattering impression in the West, has actually become a 
confirmation of this position. By the way, such Russian words as restructuring 
[perestroyka], acceleration [uskoreniye], and of course openness [glasnost] 

are now often given in the Western press without translation into the language 
of the country represented by this or that organ of the mass media. 


Furthermore, of course, political observers in the West are impressed by many 
things. Much attention is particularly being paid to the key that has been 
chosen by the plenum of the party Central Committee to deepen all the 
revolutionary changes thare are occurring in our country; namely, the develop- 
ment of socialist democratism, the deepening of socialist democratism. These 
profound changes that are taking place in our country, the process of renewal 
which has been introduced into our life, the process of renewal that the Soviet 
Union is introducing into international life are being noticed. This world- 
wide echo that has been aroused by the plenum of the party Central Committee 
and the responses, very rich in content and positive for the most part, to 

this plenum's work, show that the work that has been done by the Soviet Union 
over the recent period is beginning to bear fruit; it is beginning to have an 
effect on broad public circles. [video shows Shishlin speaking to camera. ] 
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U.S.-USSR suULEAR AND SPACE *“2MS TALKS 


USSR'S KARPOV: DISARMAMENT'S ‘ROSY GLOW' VERSUS REALITY 


PM131648 Moscow KOMSOMOLSKAYA PRAVDA in Russian 13 Feb 87 pp 1, 3 


[Interview with Viktor ?avlovich Karpov, chief of the USSR Foreign Ministry Arms 
Limitation and Disarmament Administration, by our correspondent A. Novikov under the 
rubric “Topical Interview": “Disarmament — the Ideal of Socialism"; date, place of 
interview not stated; first paragraph is editorial introduction] 


[Text] How is the USSR-U.S. dialogue in the arms control sphere developing? What 
stage have the USSR and the United States reached in the quest for mutually acceptable 
solutions? What are the prospects for the disarmament process? Our correspondent 
talks on these topics with Viktor Pavlovich Karpov, ambassador extraordinary and 
plenipotentiary and chief of the USSR Foreign Ministry Arms Limitation and Disarmament 
Administration. 


[Novikov] Looking back, one recalis M.S. Gorbachev's words at the Reykjavik press 
conference tc the effect that the Geneva talks are deadlocked and are marking time. 
What is the situation at the talks now? Has the discussion got moving? 


[Karpov] Throughout the period since the Reykjavik meeting we have made the greatest 
efforts to achieve that. On 7 November, that is, soon after the summit meeting, we 
submitted detailed proposals on all the avenues of the talks — space, strategic: 
offensive areas, acd medium-range missiles and the commencement of full-scule talks on 
ending nuclear tests — with a view to embarking; on the drafting of accor‘is as soon 18 
possible. At the end of the sixth round of talks, which the American side wanted ‘o 
end earlier (in fact it ended on 12 November), we proposed holding the next round in 
December, but the U.S. side was not prepsred for such a discussion. As a result a 
compromise was reached — to meet at the beginning of December for a working meeting 
with a smaller group. 


However, here too it unfortunately did not prove possible to lay the foundations for 
the seventh round of talks, which began on 15 January. Therefore the new round 
basically started at the point where the sides had parted at the end of the previous 
round. 


The United States is gradually accumulating reservations which appear to be not very 
major ones or even look purely technical. But If you examine them closely, they very 
substantially change the U.S. attitude to Reykjavik. This change is in the direction 
of the even more categorical negation of everything that was achieved there. Take, for 
instance, the questicn of medium-range missiles in Europe. Formerly it was said that ° 
they should all be eliminated: either by destroying the launchers and missiles or by 














dismantling them. Now, however, the American side is making a new proposal which 
sounds roughly like this: Let us envisage, in addition to these two methods, the 
possibility of a third — that of refitting the medium-range missile launchers as 
launchers for shorter-—range missiles. This means that the United States would have the 
same number of missiles in Europe, only with a shorter range. 


There are many such examples, but this one alone indicates with sufficient eloquence 
the line the United States is now pursuing at the talks. At the same time Washington 
is trying to bathe the Geneva talks in a rosy glow and portray that everything is going 
well there and the sides are making progress in agreeing on their positions. The 
administration states that if the Soviet side makes concessions on a number of serious 
issues, then it will be possible to reach accords. That is, the reai state of affairs 
is turned upside down. 


To make progress it is clearly necessary for the American side to assess its own 
positions more soberly, and for it finally to display political courage and political 
farsightedness and travel its part of the way to an agreement. 


[Novikov] Can this be hoped for? For instance, speaking in Munich on the eve of the 
new year, U.S. Assistant Defense Secretary Richard Perle described the dream of a 
nuclear-free world as an absurd whim. “The stupidity of the idea of a world free from 
nuclear weapons,” he said, “is not made any less by the conditions which Western 
statesmen usually attach to the attainment of this goal not to sweep aside this idea as 
the empty propaganda it is.” The question arises: Is not this position the platfors 
— the real platform, not the verbal one — on which all U.S. foreign policy is based? 
Is it possible to achieve any accord at all with an administration which preaches such 
views? 


[Karpov] The U.S. Administration's position on disarmament questions is determined by 
the interaction of many factors. It is well known that the most right-wing 
conservative forces now set the tone in Washington. They are the Heritage Foundation, 
notorious for its extremist views, and circles that have direct links with the Pentagon 
and whose views are expressed by R. Perle. 


At the same time we cannot close our eyes to the fact that an objective reality exists 
— the reality of nuclear weapons and the continuing arms race, which is associated 
with the increasing danger of the outbreak of nuclear war. This danger is no less for 
the United States than for the Soviet Union, and many people in the United States have 
long since recognized this fact. So in Washington different viewpoints oppose each 
other and interact with each other. This is a complex situation, and is also combined 
with various kinds of scandals like “Irangate”"’ it probably does not yet provide a 
clear picture of the direction in which the U.S. Administration's policy will develcp. 


Certain politicians ask us whether we are prepared to conduct a serious discussion with 
the Reagan administration at all or whether we are not more inclined to wait for the 
current President to go, in the hope that more realistically minded people will come to 
the White House. No! Our policy cannot be based on short-term considerations. The 
line of following the path of nuclear disarmament, as formulated in the program 
announced by M.S. Gorbachev on 15 January 1986, is our principled line. It does not 
depend on short-term fluctuations or on who is in the White House — Democrat or 
Republican. 


The possibility of progress now depends on the U.S. Administration — we realize that, 
and we will continue to work with it: to explain our position and seek new points of 
contact. 
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[Novikov] A book entitled “Reagan and Gurbachev" came out in the United States 
recently. In the authors’ opinion, in gambling on “Star Wars" Reagan has decided to 
strike a crushing blow against the USSR's postwar achievements in the international 
arena. This means, first and foremost, the USSR's attainment of strategic parity with 
the United States. How far is this White House hope justified? 


[Karpov] The Soviet Union will not permit such a turn of events. We have the potential 
to parry U.S. attempts to violate the strategic balance that has become established and 
has been characterized by approximate parity for more than 10 years now. An 
unexpected, rapid breakthrough from the viewygoint of securing military advantages 
requires large-scale programs, considerable efforts, and many years of work. The 
Soviet Union will therefore be able to take compensatory measures on its part, which 
will not give the United States the opportunity to secure such military advantages. 


Therefore for us to maintain parity in response to U.S. attempts to violate it is 
basically an instrument of the policy of peace, an instrument of lessening the danger 
of nuclear war. It is clear that as the mountains of weapons grow, the danger of war 
will also grow — as a result of the new character of the arms and their greater 


dependence on computer technology. 


In this respect there is a great threat inherent in the “Strategic Defense 
Initiative.” Thus its first echelon, which it is planned to “suspend” over the Soviet 
Union, is supposed to come into operation literally in seconds to destroy Soviet 
missiles. It is impossible to take a crucial political decision in seconds, and that 
means computers will give the order for the use of weapons. Thus a nuclear war could 
start as a result of erroneous actions by computer technology. 


Here the human factor will be present in an utterly distorted form: in the form of 
possible mistakes written into the computer program which could be multiplied to an 
incredible scale with unpredictable consequences. 


[Novikov] The U.S. Administration, continuing its nuclear tests, has refused to join in 
the unilateral Soviet moratorium on ouclear explosions. Does this not mean our 
counterparts in the talks regard the Soviet program for the total elimination of 
nuclear weapons by the end of the century as utopian? 


[Karpov] The Americans have a complex attitude toward our program. They are trying to 
take from it whatever appears most advantageous to them. In particular, the United 
States is not averse to talking to us about 50-percent reductions in strategic 
offensive arms over the next 5 years. They confine this readiness mainly to their 
classic triad: ICBM's, SLBM's, and heavy bombers. As for long-range sea-launched 
cruise missiles, of which the United States plans to site several thousand -- with 
nuclear and conventional warheads — on submarines and surface ships, these do not come 
into this category. The United States would like to keer that channel of the arms race. 


What is at issue here? Formerly, in the fifties, the United States possessed a vast 
pool of heavy bombers and counted on impunity in the event of a first nuclear strike 
against the USSR. The creation of strategic ICBM'’s in our country eliminated the U.S. 
invulnerability. Now they would not mind creating additional potential around us for 
the infliction of a nuclear strike on USSR territory, having first reduced the 
potential for a retaliatory strike on our part against their territory. In this event 
they are prepared to accept a reduction in their ballistic missiles, but at the same 
time they want to hold on to the possibility of creating cruise missiles and deploying 
them on ships and submarines, thus ensuring potential for a nuclear strizxe against the 
USSR's territory — to no less a degree and perhaps even to a greater degree than that 
potential exists today. 


11 











That is why, while agreeing verbally with the USSR that nuclear disarmament is a neble 
goal, the United States seeks to use only that part of the program which would 
objectively weaken the Soviet Union and give the Uzited States unilateral military 
superiority. 


As for the real content of the U.S. proposals on 50-percent reductions as submitted in 
Geneva, it turns out that while formally reducing the number of its strategic nuclear 
warheads to 6,000, the United States would like to retain the possibility of increasing 
these nuclear warheads on other categories of arms, categories which are not counted, 
to approximately 15,000 — as many as they have now. They would like the Soviet Union 
to reduce the number to 6,00C for those categories of arms which would at present 
enable us to make an effective retaliatory strike. 


[Novikov] It has often been suggested recently that the U.S. President may soon 
approve the so-called “early deployment" of SDI. What does this mean and what would it 


entail for USSR-U.S. relations? 


{Karpov} This question is giving rise to serious debates in the United States too. 
Even some supporters of the general idea of SDI — as it was formulated by President 
Reagan on 23 March 1983 — consider the deployment of the ABM systems envisaged by the 
program to be possible only if that deployment will ensure reliable ccverage of the 
territory of the United States, that is, that substantial damage could not be done 
either to the population or to industry in the United States. Incidentally, in the 
speech in which he announced the SDI program, Reagan uttered a highly significant 
phrase. What it amounted to was that if this program is implemented in combination 
with the preservation of U.S. strategic offensive nuclear weapons, it could be seen as 
a sign of aggressive intentions. That is, the intention to make a first strike against 
the other side from under this shield, and cover yourself against a retaliatory 
strike. That is precisely how C. Weinberger's proposal to commence the deployment of 
limited ABM systems on U.S. territory in the nineties loots. 


In this regad a comparison is often made: In a downpour a strong umbrella is useful, 
but in a drizzle one with holes will do. Perhaps it is this “umbrella with holes” that 
it is planned to deploy in the United States in the nineties. Of course, if the United 
States embarks on the deployment of such a system, it will mean the flagrant violation 
of the 1972 ABM Treaty, basically a break with that treaty, and the creation of a 
completely new strategic situation in relations with the Soviet Union. This will 
amount to an invitation to a new stage of the arms race, with all the ensuing dangerous 


consequences. 


[Novikov] The 1972 ABM Treaty has frequently been mentioned recently in the press and 
in statements by politicians. Our editorial mail shows that not all our young readers 
clearly understand why this document has acquired such significance specifically 
today. Could you say a few words about that? 


[Karpov] The ABM Treaty was born because of the recognition by both sides that the 
deployment of large-scale ABM defense systems would mean a destabilization of the 
situation and a stimulus to increasing and improving means of overcoming that ABM 
defense so as to prevent the other side from counting on impunity in inflicting a first 
strike. 
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if the ABM Treaty is called into question and if it is counterposed by the deployment 
of large-scale ABM systems as is envisaged in the "Star Wars” program, this means 
calling into question the whole possibility of reaching agreement on strategic 
offensive arms reduction, and even more on their elimination. 


[Novikov] The United States accuses the Soviet Union of violating the ABM Treaty, 
citing the construction of a ra‘ar station near Krasnoyarsk. At the same time it has 
such a radur station itself at Thule (Greenland) and is building another at Fylingdales 
Mocr (Britain). Who is really violating the treaty? 


[Karpov] First of all I would like to say something about the U.S. radar stations — 
the une in Greenland, which is already virtually built and is now undergoing startup 
and tuning tests, and the one in Britain where preparations for construction are in 
progress. The creation of these radar stations is contrary to the provisions of the 
ABM Treaty. 


fhe point is that at the time of the treaty’s conclusion the United States had in 
Greenland and Britain and the Soviet Union had in the Moscow region low-power radar 
Stations designed to give warning of a missile attack for ABM purposes. 


In the process of the drafting of the ABM Trecty limitations, it was deemed possible to 
allow these American and Soviet stations to remain — stations based on earlier 
technology and without the so-called phased-array antennas. Item “b" of Article V of 
that treaty stipulated that after its conclusion the two sides do not have the right to 
build missile attack warning stations other than on the periphery of their national 
territory, oriented outward. CGreenland, like Britain, can in no way be considered part 
of U.S. territory. Especially since a new radar station is being built in Greenland. 
This is by no means a modernization, as the United States tries to claim, since the new 
station has phased-array antennas, which the five radar stations which were there 
before did not have. It has nothing in common with them. Compare for yourself: Its 
design potential is many tens of times greater than the potential of the old stations 
and the limit established by the treaty. 


That is why, from 1975, we have raised the question with the United States of whether 
these stations — of the "Pave Paws" type — conform to the demands of the ABM Treaty. 
After all, in effect the United States is now moving toward the violation of several 
articles of the treaty — as regards the siting of these stations on the territory of 
the United States itself, as regards the construction of new — I emphasize: new -- 
radar stations on the territory of Greenland and Britain, and as regards their power. 


The United States began to actively debate the Krasnoyarsk radar station question at 
precisely the time it had decided to deploy its own radar stations in Greenland and 
Britain. The Krasnoyarsk station — and we informed the United States of this in 
detail — is designed for tracking objects in space. Its location, its operating 
principles, and, finally, the wavelength on which it will operate are designed 
precisely for tracking things in space, particularly the launching of manned 
spacecraft. Unlike U.S. radar stations it will operate in the meter waveband, not the 
centimeter or decimeter band, which in iteelf makes it unsuitable for use within an ABM 
framework — it is not accurate encugh to measure the coordinates of objects in space. 
We therefore regard the complaints against us as unsubstantiated. 
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Nevertheless we proposed a radical way to get rid of this question to the .S. side: 
The United States would dismantle its radar station at Thule and abandon the 
construction of the other — on Fylingdales Moor — and we would do likewise with our 
station, which is under construction. The Americans rejected this option. 


[Novikov] A final and somewhat personal question, Viktor Pavlovich: Do you as a 
person and as a politician believe in the possibility of nuclear war and consequently 
in the possibility cf a global catastrophe, or is that kind of threat an abstract one 
as far as you are concerned? Can you picture what it would be Like? 


{Karpov} In many respects we cannot picture what a nuclear war would bring us. We 
have still not gotten accustomed to seriously contemplating the catastrophic 
consequences the use of nuclear weapons could entail. Scientists recently pointed to 
an important aspect which we had not envisioned before — the possibility of a “nuclear 
winter.” They proved with facts and calculations what this threatens mankind with and 
what would be the result of the use of even a limited number of nuclear charges not 
only for the region where the nuclear war was being waged but for the whole of the 
globe. Irreparable and irreversible consequences! 


There are probably other as yet unconsidered factors Linked with the possibility of the 
use of nuclear weapons. If the Chernobyl reactor accident caused serious consequences, 
you can imagine what the explosion of several nuclear warheads would mean for Europe, 
for example. At one time British scientists calculated it would take only five 
average-yield ouclear charges tc make the British Isles caralchabitable. They were 
calculating the consequences for Britian alone, disregarding the fact that millions of 
people in other countries would also suffer. 


We still cannot picture the entire magnitude of the catastrophe which a nuclear war 
could entail. We will probably never identify it completely. That is just as well. 
It is better for us not to know all these consequences, better to prevent than to 
experience them. I therefore think the struggle to avert a nuclear war and reduce and 
eliminate nuclear weapons is the path which leads most directly toward security and the 
guaranteed possibility of mankind's development in the 2ist century on a new basis — 
the basis of a nuclear-free world under the conditions of all all-embracing system, of 
peace and security, as the Soviet Union is proposing. 
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U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


KARPOV ON USSR ‘MODEL OF NEW MENTALITY" 


LD111717 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1130 CMT 10 Feb 87 


[Program entitled “The Soviet Plan for a Wuclear-Free World — a Model of the New 
Mentality” with Viktor P. Sarpov, member of the USSR Foreiga Ministry Collegiue and 
head of the Directorate for Aras Limitation and Disarmament Problems, in Moscow, date 
not specified — live or recored] 


[Text] Since human civilization came about, there has been a principle: If you want 
peace, prepare for war. War has served as an instrument of policy; people approached 
war as an art form. War may have yieided colossal destruction, but war has also 
brought victory and the opportunity to become established as an empire, as a state. As 
the empires fell, others arose, but the principle if you want peace, prepare for war 
has existed up to our times, to the 20th century. 


Then nuclear weapons appeared, suclear weapons that radically changed, or rather, 
should have changed, people's very mentality, their attitude to questions of war and 
peace Albert Einstein, at the dawn of the nuclear age, said that nuclear weapons have 
changed the world but have not changed people's consciousness. This really is true. 
The nuclear age demands a new approach, a new approach to those problems that also 
arise, and to questious of war and peace. On these matters — the problems of war and 
peace — new dimensions have appeared, Ciwensions that can be described in short as the 
problem of the future of humankind, the problem of its ourvival. 


The problem of nuclear disarmament announced on 15 January last year by Mikhail 
Sergeyevich Gorbachev is intended precisely to ensure the survival of humankind and to 
give it the opportunity of using all of its available material and spiritual resources 
at its present stage of development, to ensure moving into the 2ist century without 
nuclear weapons and into a world without wars. 


wherein lies the significance of this program? It is, first and foremost, that it is 
comprehensive. It encompasses all the fundamental elements of the equation that should 
lead to a genuinely nuclear-free world and ensure the security of peoples. This 
program is at the same time not utopian, although it does proclaim a very far-reaching 
aim. namely Liberating humankind from nuclear war, from the nuclear threat altogether. 
This program has formulated a far-reaching aim, but it also outlines realistic ways of 
achieving it, ways prompted by life itself and the objective development of military 
technology, including nuclear technology. In short, this program is one of practical 
actions, a program for real disarmament, as distinct from the slogans that the West at 
times falls back on. 














Uur program is one projecting 15 years of very active, intensive and singleminded work 
so that, initially, im the first phase, there will be a reduction in nuclear strategic 
weapons by the United States and the Soviet Union, as the leading nuclear powers, by 50 
percent. They then proceed to the second phase, now with the participation of other 
nuclear powers, to begin the Liquidation of other kinds of nuclear weapons, first and 
foremost weapons designated as tactical. Then, moving steadily to the third phase, is 
the liquidation of all remaining nuclear weapons. 


Our program for nuclear disarmament is not at all restricted only to nuclear weapons. 
It is understandable that now, with the development of science and technology, other 
types of weapons are also being refined. There are chemical weapons, weapons of mass 
destruction and there is the possibility of developing weapons using new physical 
principles: beam weapons, laser and other kinds of weapons that could, in their 
destructive might, compare with and perhaps even surpass nuclear weapons. Therefore, 
the Soviet program talks not only about the liquidation of nuclear weapons, but also 
about the liquidation of other kinds of mass destruction weapons, first and foremost 
chemical weapons, and also stresses the need for a sharp reduction in conventional 
weapons. The goal .s to bring these weapons to the minimus level of reasonable 
sufficiency, sufficient to maintain security on he basis of a worldwide, 
all-encompassing system of international peace and security. 


After being put forward, the program has been developing, growing richer with new 
proposals from the Soviet Union. It has been made concrete on all its levels. First 
of all, it is essential to mark the significance of the meeting between Mikhail 
Sergeyevich Gorbachev and U.S. President Ronald Reagan as far as nuclear and space 
weapons are concerned. The Soviet side went to this meeting with a precise, clear 
program. This program was designed to really open wide the door to a world without 
weapons, a world without wars, starting with sharp and deep reductions in the auclear 
weapons of the USSR and the United States. This would make it possible in the wext 1° 
years to completely liquidate the Soviet as well as the U.S. strategic offensive 
means. With the participation of other states, the process will move toward further 
even greater reductions,and to the subsequent liquidation of all ~uclear weapons. 


The question was formulated in a concrete way. Concrete prospects were drawn up by our 
side and ways of achieving these tasks were revealed. However, everything hinges on 
the U.S. unwillingness to close the road of the arms race in space. Sometimes it is 
asked why the Soviet Union has made this issue, the issue of not allowing weapons into 
space, an obstacle to reaching an agreement on real nuclear disarmament. [his is not 
so. The issue is formulated differently. 


Namely: The United States, having proclaimed its SDI program, in essence would have 
liked, when talking to us about the liquidation of nuclear weapons, to simultaneously 
open the road in the development of new types of weapons, space weapons. These weapons 
could change sharply the general strategic balance and could alter the question of 
peace guararittees and security for all. Because of this, it has been necessary to try 
to decide the questions comprehensively and not individually. The stubborn 
unwillingness of the U.S. Administration to take into account this interdependence, to 
take real measures to close the road of sending weapons into space has become an 
obstacle to reaching en accord. 











I perticipated in the Reykjavik meeting and can, as a witness, say the two contrasting 
positions the Soviet Side confronted there made a deep impression on m:. As a 
representative of our group of experts, I had to negotiate with the U.S. experts 
regarding the implementation of those decisions drafted in Reykjavik that were agreed 
upon during the Ist day cf the meeting between Mikhail Sergeyevich Corbachev and 
President Reagan. 


What struck me most of all? The very disparity of the two positions: our position, 
which was calculated on major practical decisions in the sphere of nuclear disarmament, 
and the narrowness of viewpoint, approach and thinking of the U.S. experts. They do 
not think in terms of reducing or eliminating nuclear weapons but in terms of retaining 
nuclear weapons, of adapting the very sim of nuclear disarmament to the strategic tasks 
cf the United States and of guaranteeing the U.S. nuclear potential for waging «a 
nuclear war. 


It would seem a paradoxical position: We are talking about suclear disarmament while 
at the same time, the United States wants to ensure its nuc'ear potential to wage a 
nuclear war. Nonetheless, this paradox is a reality. In the United ‘States, in 
Washington, the administration is not averse to speculating about suclear disarmament . 
It willingly admits such an aim does exist, tnz aim of eliminating nuclear weapons. 
However, in so doing, it puts forward its own understanding of how a non-nuclear world 
could be attained. The U.S. side essentially opposes the Soviet program of nuclear 
disarmament through the elimination of nuclear weapons with its Star Wars program, 
which is depicted as a means of making nuclear weapons innocuous and obsolete. 


But let's have a lcok at how this Star Wars program combines with the aims of suclecr 
disarmament. What is the meaning of this program? it is to set up an impenetrable 
umbrella over the United States, as President Reagan stated as carly as 1983. Now, 
many people in the United States, who come into contact with this program in one way or 
another, are taking part in wider scale debates as to whether this program makes sense, 
whether it can be attained, and what it will provide in terms of security for the 
United States itself, and for the world. 


On the one hand, the desire is more and more apparent on the part of the more 
militaristically minded U.S. circles, defense Secretary Weinberger firet of all, to 
bind the United States to decisions that would signify the deployment [razvertivaniye| 
at least in part, of the Star Ware program, at the beginning of the nineties, thereby 
making the process irreversible. On the other hand, there are a great many scientists 
who now believe the program itself cannot be implemented in the form in which i’ haw 
been declared, and Weinberger’s attempts to set about making the decision to deploy 
this program are aiming to get money out of congress, as they say, and thereby to spur 
on work to develop [po sozdaniyu] a strategic defense programme. 











It is being said this program is one of eliminating ouclear weapons but if ome looks at 
the real policies of the United States ome can see that the plan indicates something 
totally different. Along with the development [sozdaniye] of anti-missile systems in 
space and on earth, the United States is planning and implementing a broad progres of 
modernizing its nuclear arsenal and developing |sozdaniye!] new strategic systems: the 
MX missile, Trident-2, long-range cruise qgissiles, and the mew strategic bombers, 
including the Stealth bomber. All, in purpose and design, must have « single intent: 
dealing the first disarming strike. It must be noved that when, on 23 march 1983, 
President Reagan announced his Star Wars program, he noted this aspect and spoke of the 
fact that if the United States were to take the road of combining anti-missile system 
with offensive weapon arsenals, this could be seen as evidence of aggressive intent. 
What the administration is now doing confirms this, that here we are dealing precisely 
with aggressive intentions. It is sot «4 question of some short-term undertaking 
designed for a brief period. Wo, as recently stated by Admiral Crowe, chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, when speaking of the nuclear arms sphere, it is a question of 
modernization and renewal by the United States; not of a sprint, as he put it, but a 
marathon. What he ic talking about is a protracted program relying on a complete 
overhaul of the U.S. offensive nuclear potential. 


All im all, to drew a conclusion, the U.S. nuclear program is designed, in combination 
with the SDI program, to guarantee that it is the United States that can wage a nuclear 
war, calculating on winning with a minimus of losses. This is definitely apparent 
already. We are able to talk about this on the basis of the real tendencies of suclear 
arms development [razvitiye] in the United States. We o-e, of course, obliged to seek 
answers to the U.S. aggressive programs and to t''nk about how to make America’s 
nuclear systems as unthreatening as possible to the Soviet Union. However we believe 
this route, the route of arms race competition, is a dangerous one. It will not lead 
tO strengthening strategic stability nor to lessening the danger of ouclear war 
breaking out, but, on the contrary, it will more likely increase this danger. Our 
route, then, the route we are proposing, is one of a gradual move toward a non-nuclear 
world. Im this respect, our program, a year before it was announced, had demonstrated 
real possibilities of moving in this direction. 


There are now, as it were, two poles in the development of mood and thinking on 
questions of war and peace. One pole, around which the vasi majority of people 
throughout the world is concentrated, ensures broad support for the Soviet program and 
is in favor of its being very rapidly implemented. At the same time, another tendency 
is to be observed, that of growing opposition in certain countries among the upper 
level of the political leadership, opposition to any movement in favor of a non-nuclear 
world. 


Last year, on several occasions | had to speak with political figures from various 
countrier — Britain and the United States, West Germany and France — and | could say 
that year showed great change in thinking and approach in many of Western Furope's 
political circles as well as in the United States itself. These changes, twwever, were 
inconsistent and contradictory. Un the one hand, the position of those in favor of 
taking gewuine measures for disarmament was strengthened. 


On the other hand, opposition and counter-action to these measures also 
strengthened, on the part of those who are banking on strength and tightening 
tension in Europe still further. 


18 











It is wery noticeable that even in such countries as *Srance, which has experienced the 
woe of World War II, a tendence is currently to be obserwed among the political circles 
close to the government to place possibility oi a non-auclear world in doubt. This 
possibility is placed in doubt above all by referring te the fact that, as it claimed, 
40 years of peace in Europe have beer ensured by nuclear weapons. If it were not for 
nuclear weapons, there would allexedly have been war in Europe along with its 
devastating consequences. It is mot true that 40 years without war in Europe have been 
guarenteed by suclear weapons. Those years have been ensured and guaranteed by the 
peace loving foreign policies of the socialist countries, headed by the Soviet Union. 


There can, of course, be so return to 4 pre-ouclear world, to the world before World 
War II. This is not objectively possible. The new non-nuclear world must be based on 
a new security system, «a comprehensive security system, which would be adopted in such 
a way, with the agreement of all participants, so as to guarantee the security of 
everyone with sa minimal number of conventional weapons. 


What are the prospects for such a solution? Reykjavik has shown it is possible to move 
toward nuclear disarmament, it is really possible to count on such a solution if there 
is good will on the part of the United States and on the part of the other nuclear 
powers. Objectively, nuclear weapons can be eliminated. This, I rejeat, requires 
politica! will, Sere is the curious part. I don’* know whether you, listeners, have 
paid any atiention to this but there is a problem, te problem of ex-es: ex-generals 
and ex-political figures, who, retiring from their posts in the government or the army, 
begin to take up other positions on issues of war am' peace than those they held in 
their official posts. They are opposed to the policy of war and in favor of 
disarmamen\. and of taking iemediate measures that would avert the danger of ouclear war 
breaking out. 


What is this all about? ‘It is, apparently, explained by the tact that, in state 
service, they come to understand the depth of the contradiction between the actions of 
the imperialist countries and the real requirements of mankind, people's resl needs. 
They come to understand the necessity for new thinking but, in their official posts, 
they are bound by discipline, by state discipline. When they retire from these posts, 
they gain the opportunity to act on the basis of their experience; and act they do. 
There is an organization, Generals for Peace, which united ex-military figures from the 
NATO countries and other European and American countries, which is actively in favor of 
peace. They are in favor cf the sort of peace that would guarantee the absence of war, 
that would, that is. essentially render the military caste unnecessary. 


Of course, objective factors come into play here, factors linked to the very nature of 
nuclear arms and to the very nature of science and technology development in our 
nuclear age. The new political thinking does not, of course, lie in our claiming we 
know everything already, we have ready cures or we can already settle our probleme on 
the basis of our 15 January program. Our program is leadership for action. It is, of 
course, sot mere dogma nor something fixed that should not be subject to improvements 
taking into consideration new circumstances. On the contrary, we imagine that as it is 
implemented our program should absorb anything progressive mankind is now creating or 
is being born of contemporary thinking. 








I would iike, in this connectioa, to look at the Delhi declaration on a non-nuclear and 
non-violent world, which was signed during Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev's visit to New 
Delhi. This declaration has absorbed many philosophical views of Buddhism, the 
teaching of which, as much as 2000 years ago, proclaimed a non-violent world. This is 
natural since a non-violent world answers people's hopes. Cooperation for the sake of 
achieving such a world is naturally becoming an ever urgent task. Achieving these aims 
of a non-nuclear, non-violent world is obviously no easy task and of course it requires 
laborious and protracted work. 


However, a powerful factor that will help deal with these tasks is our foreign policy, 
the policy of the Soviet Union formulated by the 27th CPSU Congress. The congress’ 
program the program of nuclear disarmament and our concrete steps in foreign policy, 
are a powerful factor influencing the minds of the people of the present. 
Restructuring the entire life of the Soviet Union is seen as a readiness and 
determination on the part of the Soviet Union to take the path of also restructuring 
international relations along the new principles of a non-nuclear and non-violent world. 
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U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


MOSCOW TALK SHOW CONSIDERS POSSIBILITY OF DEALING WITH U.S. 


LD140404 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1030 GMT 13 Feb 87 


(“International Situation — Questions and Answers" program presented by All-Union 
Radio foreign policy commentator Vladimir Pasko with Vitaliy Chukseyev, TASS chief 
foreign news editor; Vyacheslav Vladimirovich Sychev, CEMA secretary; Vladimir 
Beloshapka, correspondent for Southeast Asia; Sergey Pravdin, “a colleague of Pasko's"; 
Pavel Kasparov, commentator and former correspondent in Paris; and Konstantin Patsyuk, 
journalist on international affairs] 


[Excerpts] [Pasko] Hello, comrades! Letters connected with disarmament problems and 
USSR-U.S. relations continue to make up the greater part of the mailbag reaching our 
program. This is natural. The topicality of the problems is obvious: People are 
worried that in an important sphere, such as disarmament, there are no positive 
changes. The arms race is continuing and is threatening to spread into space. The 
authors of the letters vigorously state opinions on this score, and it is clear to whom 
the reproaches are addressed. 


Is it really that difficult to understand what threat, including also the threat to the 
Americans themseives, that the arms race in our age is fraught with? This is an 
excerpt from a letter received from Odintsovo, Moscow Oblast. 


Do people in Washington really hope to sit out a nuclear war in a shelter, if, of 
course, it takes place? This is a letter from Comrade Kulin for Syktyvkar. 


Do the American people know of our proposals? War veterans Polina Yakovlevna and Boris 
Petrovich WNastavniny from Sestroretsk ask. This question interests many of our 
listeners. It cannot be answered unequivocally: part of it, yes — but not as whole. 
The U.S. press presents their compatriots with an image of the Soviet Union that is 
very one-sided and mainly in a negative context. 


We were participants in the war, this is written by another listener of ours, Comrade 
Malkov from the village of Golyshevo in Kurgan Oblast, even though fewer and fewer of 
us remain. We get together and discuss politics. Perhaps it is time to stop trying to 
persuade the United States and to do as they do. 
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What can one say? As the saying goes: There are as many views as there are people. 
But policy should not be built om emotions. I think thut you will agree with this. 
Becoming like the United States would not do us any good. Their policy, from a 
position of strength, attempts to secure for themselves superiority in the world; 
incessant demonstrations of military might and the diktat that they are trying to 
implement toward other people are being condemned everywhere. 


The debates on various aspects of the situation in the world, which are being held at 
the United Nations annually, confirm this convincingly. During votes on problems of 
disarmament and the strengthening of international security at the latest UN General 
Assembly session, the United States was left in a minority 43 times along with its 
allies, and was left in complete isolation 11 times; even those allies are 
disassociating themselves from Washington's shameful course. 


Policy should be built on realities. Only in that case is success assured. 


What realities are we speaking of today? The first of them, undoubtedly, is that 
nuclear war is not to be tolerated. If it occurs, this would be a catastrophe for 
everyone. The second one is that weapons spreading into space will not strengthen but 
weaken the security of those who are going all out for this and it will make nuclear 
arms control impossible. The third reality is that building one's well-being at the 
expense of others in our time is an anachronism that endangers civilization. 


There are quite a few people in the United States who recognize these realities. The 
growing opposition to the present U.S. Administration's course testifies to this. 
Take, for instance, the draft resolution in Congress in defense of the SALT II treaty, 
the movement for the prevention of the miltarization of space and for a cessation of 
nuclear tests. The trouble is that those ruling the United States do not wish to see 
the consequences of their action. 


As you probably know from reports over the radio, television, and in the papers, during 
the whole of the last week an acute struggle was continuing in the United States. It 
was provoked by the government's manifest intention to abandon the next accord with the 
Soviet Union — the ABM Treaty signed in 1972. I asked Vitaliy Yakovlevich Chukseyev, 
TASS chief foreign news editor, to tell us about this in greater detail. 


[Chukseyev] The Reagan administration has mounted a new frontal attack on the 1972 
USSR-U.S. treaty on limiting ABM systems which now is one of the few remaining 
effective barriers along the road to a further arms race. It is precisely in this way 
that the discussion taking place in Washington as to whether the United States should 
start accelerated tests and deploy Star Wars components is being assessed throughout 
the world. 


The latest discussion of this question took place in the White House early this week, 
and even though the decision made by this conference is being kept a deep secret, 
informed observers unanimously are coming to the conclusion that the _ U.S. 
Administration has already made its choice, having give in to the pressure of the 
conservatives in the Washington echelons of power. It should be explained that by 
conservatives the U.S. press means: Caspar Weinberger, chief of the Pentagon; the most 
right-wing figures from Reagan's entourage and congressmen; and other advocates of the 
military-industrial complex. In other words, we are dealing with people who are 
advocating the illusory policy of achieving mlitary superiority, of power diplomacy 

















[silovaya diplomatiya], and of violating existing international norms and agreements. 
Thus, now also, the so-called broad interpretation of the ABM Treaty that seeks to 
revise it unilaterally by means of jurisprudence in the Washington fashion has been 
launched. Incidentally, the U.S. press testifies that President Reagan himself is a 
champion of such a broad interpretation. 


Touching on the specific plans that the Pentagon is putting forward, observers are 
writing, for example, that the military is striving for space-killer systems — the 
principle of whose operation is based on the use of kinetic energy — to be tested in 
the coming years. As is lamented in military circles, however, such tests cannot be 
cerried out until a broader interpretation of the ABM treaty is adopted. So, without 
going into the technological details that now concern the organizers of the Star Wars 
program, one ought to note that far-reaching aims are being pursued by way of sabotage 
with regard to this agreement. 


As THE WASHINGTON POST commented in this regard, the Pentagon's persistence is 
explained by a desire to clear the way for real tests of such systems before an accord 
with the Soviet Union -—- which is insisting on severe limitations with respect to 
development work on SDI — can be secured at the Geneva talks. THE BOSTON GLOBE 
elaborated on this by commenting that the supporters of Star Wars wish to lay down and 
fortify the bureaucratic and industrial foundations of SDI, a situation that would 
allow this program to remain intact even after Ronald Reagan — its main initiator and 
supporter — leaves his post. Judging from the responses from various capitals, these 
plans aroused the most decisive, worldwide opposition and concern over the attempts to 
torpedo the ABM Treaty, a sentiment that has been expressed by even the United States’ 
closest NATO aliies. 


The British newspaper THE DAILY TELEGRAPH stated that the intentions of the Reagan 
administration concerning the Star Wars program have aroused alarm in the North 
Atlantic Alliance, whose members, with the exception of the United States, consider 
that the violation of the tenets of the ABM Treaty will do serious damage to the 
prospects for reaching agreement on nuclear-weapons issues. Indeed, in recent days the 
government of Great Britian has, several times, made repesentations to its senior 
partner at various levels. Alarm and concern have been expressed by the leaders of the 
Netherlands, Norway, Italy, and Canada, and even Japan has joined the chorus of protest. 


It is no coincidence that the White House intends to dispatch its emissarier to various 
countries of Western Europe in the near future for consultations, as has been 
officially announced, but in reality it is to work over and twist the arms of its 
allies. The impression is being created that attempts to revise the ABM Treaty is the 
next phase in a thought-out program of the present U.S. Administration in the sphere of 
the arms race. As is known, they were preceded by the decision on the unilateral 
rejection of the SALT II treaty and the continuation of nuclear-weapons testing, 
despite the fact that the Soviet Union has adhered to a moratorium on all nuclear 
explosions for 1 and 1/2 years, and other steps. 


Judging from all this, the U.S. newspaper NEWS DAY somberly summarized: The legacy of 
the present administration is that the world will get the most expensive and dangerous 
arms race in its entire history. 











This is why discussions are underway chroughout the world on how to protect our planet 
from a nuclear death that such a reckless policy is capable of engendering and on how 
to ensure the creation of an all-embracing system of peace and security. In this 
context, the attention of the world public is focused on Moscow, where the forum “For a 
Nuclear-free World, for the Survival of Humanity” is opening. Describing the interest 
that this meeting has aroused, the newspaper THE NEW TIMES wrote: World celebrities 
are heading for Moscow. And another U.S. newspaper, THE PHILADELPHIA INQUIRER, 
reported: It is expected that the forum will attract hundreds of scientific, 
commercial, religious, and cultural figures. To this one may add that gathering in the 
capital of our country are people of various political views, but who are united by one 
thing: the desire to ensure a nuclear-free future for the world and the salvation and 
survival of our own and future generations. 


At this meeting, one may expect an interesting, acute, and most probably difficult 
dialogue, but it is already possible to say with certainty that this forum will become 
a demonstration of new political thinking the contemporary world. 


[Pasko] Thank you, Vitaly Yakovlevich, but, before going on to the next topic of the 
broadcast, I would like to say the following: We are building our policy by proceeding 
from reality. We appeal to the United States to do likewise. 


We remind the United States of the need for new thinking, presence of mind, accurate 
evaluations, and, above all, the understanding of the fact that no matter how strong 
someone is, he cannot command the contemporary world. Comrade Gorbachev spoke about 
this at a recent meeting with a delegation of the U.S. Council on International 


Relations. 


For the time being, USSR-U.S. relations are at a crossroads, and, nevertheless, 
disarmament accords with the United States are, in my view, possible. What is this 
conviction based on? Above all on the fact that the United States itself has an 
objective interest in this. The fact that a large number of Americans, including those 
who harbor no sympathy for our system, responded to our invitation to come to the 
present meeting in Moscow, to come to discuss and to attempt to find some points of 
contact in the approach to the resolution of common problems, strengthens this 
certainty. 
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U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


MOSCOW TALK SHOW ON HOPES FOR NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD 


LD151808 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1230 GMT 15 Feb 87 


{["International Observers Roundtable Program” with Vitaliy Ivanovich Zobysh, publicist, 
and Valentin Sergeyevich Zorin and Vladimir Yakovievich Tsvetov, Central Television and 
All-Union Radio political observers] 


{Text} [Tevetov] Hello, comrades. The Forum for a WNuclear-free World, for the 
Survival of Mankind is now being held in Moscow, and is being attended by 
representatives of 80 states. The voices being heard at the forum are not those of the 
professional politicians, but of ordinary people. Ordinary people and the voices of 
ordinary people always bring new qualities to the antiwar, antinuclear struggle. Aside 
from the doubtless importance of solving questions of war and peace at government 
conferences and meetings, the broad public forum is also of enormous importance: It 
creates an international atmosphere conducive to achieving agreement between 
governments. 


{[Kobysh] I think this forum has several special features. The main one is probably 
that which is expressed in the slogan: For a WNuclear-Free World, for Mankind's 
Survival. On 15 January 1986, through the voice of Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, our 
country posed that problem: In our proposals, as you know, a program for creating a 
nuclear-free world is put forward. Representatives of the broadest sections of the 
world public have now come together under that slogan, and have come to Moscow to 
discuss concrete, practical measures that would lead to the creation of a nuclear-free 
world and to the survival of mankind. 


{[Zorin] I would like to draw attention to the fact that a year ago, when the 
well-known proposals for a nuclear-free world were put forward in a statement by 
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, it was a declaration. A year has passed and we see that 
today this has become a real force. An idea becomes a material force when it takes 
hold of the masses. The idea put forward a year ago has been embraced by vast masses 
of people throughout the world, and today it has become a material force and a real 
factor influencing the course of the political process. 


{[Kobysh] I think it is very important to say that this forum is taking place in 
Moscow. I cannot imagine such a representative forum being held in Washington. 
Evidently that is impossible to imagine, because those... 


{[Zorin, interrupting) At all events, all those people would not have gone to 
Washington to discuss Star Wars. 
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{Tsvetov] I think Reagan would simply have had nothing to say to them. I think he 
might have spoken, but he just would not have had anything to say to those people. He 
would not have been able to offer them any inspiration. He could not inspire them with 
the idea of universal death. 


[Kobysh] Altogether, the forum is going about its work in a very unusual way. There 
are eight extremely serious symposia of the top experts in the field, and they are 
discussing concrete problems with reference to the main topic: Creating a nuclear-free 
world to ensure mankind's survival. These are scientific symposia of physicists, 
natural scientists, political scientists, cultural figures, clergy, and so on. The way 
they are working is also something new: They are not just making speeches. They are 
working very concretely, very much to the point, each in his own sphere. 


[Zorin] I think this forum has convened at a very opportune time. I think it would be 
correct to say that the world, mankind, all of us, stand at a crossroads, and have come 
to a parting of the ways. Until now we have always thought of a crossroads as a place 
where three roads diverge; but now we live in a time when there are only two: one 
leads to universal death, the other to universal survival. Whereas before when 
choosing which road to take we felt that success lay in providing for our security and 
creating a threat to that of the other side; now the situation is completely 
different. Now, the aim can be achieved by concerning ourselves not only about our own 
security, but also about the security of the other side. Only in that way can we 
achieve universal survival. As Mikhail Sergeyevich said, very simply and very 
pithily: Either we will live together, or we will die together. 


{[Kobysh] That, really, is why the forum is being held. When I said that there is a 
great variety of people taking part, they differ not only in profession and field of 
study, but in their political convictions, too. Everywhere you look, there are people 
who occupy opposite political positions. What has brought them to Moscow is their 
realization that mankind stands at a critical crossroads. The point of the forum is to 
bring home to people that we cannot go any further on that path. That is why these 
different people are here. To us, the Soviet people, our idea of a nuclear-free world 
is clear and self-evident as the only possibility. Of course, every Soviet person is 
at a loss to understand how it is possible if mankind has reached the last ditch and it 
is a question of live or die that anyone — except perhaps some madman from the 
milicary-industrial complex who is making money from missiles and the arms race — can 
have an interest in anything else. 


[Tsvetov] Vitaliy Ivanovich, a day or 2 ago I received a letter which I would like to 
quote. It is from Comrade Glebov, Petr Ivanovich, who lives in Novgorod. In his 
letter he says: We are proving so clearly why all countries need to ban nuclear 
weapons that even I, who got no further than the eighth grade and industrial technical 
college, understand perfectly. Yet Reagan, who has probably had a higher education, 
does not understand. Or is he only pretending not to understand? Well, before 
answering Comrade Glebov, let me say that level of education and level of sense of 
responsibility for what happens to people and to the world can fail to coincide; it is 
no wonder, therefore, that a man with only technical college behind him may have a 
sharper awareness of the situation, a clearer understanding, than someone who has 
graduated from an institution of higher education. 


[Kobysh] Well, yes, but on the other hand, can one understand by what arguments this 
madness can be justified? 
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([Zorin] [ think it is necessary to pause and consider these questions. That the 
military-industrial complex has something to gain, is clear enough; but then, of 
course, they have to explain to the public in the United States and in the Western 
countries why this obviously fatal political line is being pursued. It must be said 
that it is being done quite skillfully. I think our listeners would be interested to 
hear the system of arguments by which the circles that have an interest in continuing 
the nuclear arms race push their ideas forward and try to gain wide support. I would 
say there were three main arguments: First of all, they reason like this: Yes, 
Gorbachev's proposal for a nuclear-free world by the year 2000 is fine; who could 
object to it? But it is not realistic; it is in the realm of political fantasy. Can 
you see the powers which possess atomic weapons suddenly renouncing them? Once atomic 
weapons exist, we have them. Once the wheel has been invented, there is no turning 
back from it: The wheel exists. That is the first argument. 


{[Tsvetov] Really, as you say, it does sound very convincing. 


{Zorin] But, in the first place, this is both deception and an example of the old way 
of thinking. Yes, it was possible to argue like that before we reached the line, the 
crossroads, that we have just been talking about. But when we are faced with mankind's 
task of saving itself, that logic no longer works. Either mankind has enough common 
sense and, in the end, the simple instinct of self-preservation, or it has no future. 
It is by appeal to this completely new situation that the Soviet Union proposes a plan 
that is not fanciful, but entirely realistic. Incidentally, the relatively recent past 
has provided some sort of model, though not on such a large scale: There were the 
highly-destructive chemical weapons, tried out in WWI. It is the wheel again: 
chemical weapons had been invented. Yet, by the political efforts of the states, a 
situation was achieved such that not even the piratical forces that ruled Nazi Germany 
dared to use chemical weapons in WWII. 


{[Kobysh] The only difference is that it did not lead to universal destruction. Now it 
is an entirely different situation. 


{[Zorin] Undeniably; that is why I say that the analogy is incomplete. But mankind 
already has some experience of that kind; and so, in the present situation, when the 
political self-awareness of the masses in the whole world is so high, it is not a 
political fantasy. A simple example will confirm that that is so: When Gorbachev's 
proposal was put forward, he was accused of indulging in fantasy. But, a few months 
passed and in Reykjavik that proposal was the real, concrete, businesslike agenda that 
was on the table at the talks and that was discussed. 


[Kobysh] The sides were within a stone's throw of signing an agreement. 


{[Zorin] Consequently, life itself has shown that what they tried to dismiss as fantasy 
is not fantasy, but the necessity of the present day. 


The second argument is this: they say, alright, let us suppose that it is possible to 
destroy nuclear weapons. But, the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries have more 
so-called conventional weapons. If we take the course of abolishing nuclear weapons by 
the year 2000, we will thereby be giving the advantage to the Soviet Union and its 
allies, while the West will be in a worse position, because that superiority in 
conventional weapons is balanced by nuclear weapons. 
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{Tsvetov] Sorry to interrupt. When it suits them, the representatives of the U.S. 
Administration say just the opposite. I have in front of me two quotations. One is 
from Nitze, special arms control adviser to the U.S. secretary of state, and the other 
is a statement by Shultz. Nitze said that the numerical strength of armed forces is 
mot a sphere in which the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries have superiority. 
Shultz added: When it is said that in a nuclear--free world we would be surpassed in 
general purpose forces, I simply do not believe it. 


[Zorin] The Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries are very precisely and very 
consistently pursuing a line that says: Let us sit down at the conference table for 
conscientious talks. We are also willing to conclude any agreements on a drastic 
reduction in conventional weapons. We do not separate the idea of a nuclear-free world 


from that of reducing conventional weapons and of disarmament. So that argument, too, 
will not stand up to serious criticisa. 


Finally, the third argument with which they try to justify resisting the idea of a 
nuclear-free world: So far, say the adherents of the nuclear arms race, we have 
succeeded in preserving peace for more than 4 decades, thanks to the existence of 
atomic weapons. The fear that the world would perish if those weapons were used has 
become a factor supporting peace. Remove that fear, destroy nuclear weapons, leaving 
only conventional weapons, and the world will return to the days when wars were 
continuous. Atomic weapons guarantee peace. Well, of course, the distorted logic of 
that argument is perfectly obvious. Yes, for 40 years we have succeeded in preserving 
peace, not thanks to the existence of nuclear weapons, but in spite of it. 


{[Tevetov] Quite right. 


{[Zorin] There have been moments of desperate danger. There have been moments when 
only good luck saved mankind from disaster. What, after all, are 4 decades in the 
perspective of human history? How much longer can we maintain peace by tottering on 
the peak of the atomic mountain? It is beyond dispute that they are scraping the 
bottom of the barrel by putting forward this argument, but I have mentioned it before. 
These, I think, are all the arguments used by those who are now trying to prevent the 
Soviet Union's proposals from being accepted. 


{Tsvetov] Comrades, recently there was a CPSU Central Committee plenum which 
elaborated upon and firmed up the resolutions of the 27th party congress. Once again, 
the plenum outlined the course toward economic reconstruction and toward the perfection 
of democracy — in short, toward strengthening socialism. This has been done by the 
party in such a way that the present course will be the predominant and fundamental one 
for generations to come. This means that the politics of peace have been programmed, 
if one may put it like that, for generations to come, insofar as socialism and peace 
are indivisible. 


Thus, the United States, too, is at the crossroads of which we were speaking at the 
start. The Reagan government also wants to program the coming generations of the U.S. 
Administration on a specific political course. This government -- and I mean the 
present government — has trampled the treaty on limiting strategic weapons, SALT II. 
Now it is setting its sights on the ABM Treaty. It is hurrying to put into space 
elements of weapons intended for Star Wars. That is, the government hopes to bind the 
country to a permanent and unceasing arms race, the utlimate result of which is 
universal destruction. 
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[Zorin] Well, I think that to this one must add two new nuclear tests, which have just 
recently been carried out by the United States; carried out in a provocative manner; 
carried out after the statement by the Soviet Union that the continuation of tests 
would force us to put an end to the moratorium, the response to which was the tests 
that were carried out. This is the same activity and, in the same context of which we 
were speaking, an attempt to program a specific political course for the future. 


[Kobysh] Yes, and in general, it is now sad to speak of this. I wish that it were not 
so, but the impression is being created that any administration that comes to power in 
the United States will be forced to continue implementing the military program it has 
already been obliged to carry on its shoulders. In practical terms, all this is 
projected into the next century and silleniua. 


There you have Western Europe, which is in great disarray as a result of the statement 
of Adelman, director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 


He stated a few days ago that the United States’ NATO allies have no right to tell us 
what the correct interpretation of the ABM Treaty is. In Europe — that is Western 
Europe — among the United States" NATO allies this has been construed unequivocally as 
an insult, as an attempt to tell them to fall in with Washington and do as I do. The 
impression is being created that at this very moment, Weinberger, the leacer of the 
Pentagon, and his closest associates want to bind the Reagan administration to the 
speediest phased development [razvertyvaniye] of an ABM system in the Star Wars spirit. 


{[Zorin] Right now they are hurrying to put certain kinds of weapons into space as soon 
as possible to make this irreversible, to put a stop to the discussion, in fact, to 
deprive Americans of the right — of which the U.S. leaders boast so much — of choice. 


{[Tsvetov] I would like to return to the question of nuclear tests. We have just been 
saying that the United States has carried out the second nuclear test explosion this 
year. <A few days ago, a very interesting article, in my view, appeared in the 
newspaper MOSKOVSKIYE NOVOSTI. Insofar as this newspaper is published for the most 
part in Moscow, I would like to mention a few of its comments for our listeners; they 
are very interesting. It is said in the newspaper that the administration wants to 
force us to slam the door shut and then heap responsibility for the arms race upon us. 
The United States wants to revive the thesis of equal responsibility of the USSR and 
the United States for the arms race if we were to join in these nuclear test 
explosions. Then, those representatives of the West who, under the influence of the 
unilateral moratorium, have stopped supporting the doctrine of thermonuclear deterrence 
will unite again with the White House. Well, the moratorium is a powerful stimulus for 
the propagation of a new way of thinking. It has weakened the position of nuclear 
space militarism. The longer we preserve the unilateral moratorium, the stronger the 
international pressure on the Washington administration will be. 


While it seems to me that these conclusions deserve attention, the following question 
arises: In the interim, will the United States not strive to achieve military 
superiority over us? I am no military specialist, but insofar as I am familiar with 
the comment of foreign military specialists, many of these state that it is certainly 
not essential to carry out nuclear explosions to check the combat capability or 
readiness for use of the nuclear weapons which already exist. Laboratory research is 
sufficient. 
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[Zorin] This is something on which all serious specialists are agreed. But I would 
like to counter the view expounded in the newspaper MOSKOVSKIYE NOVOSTI: The fact that 
they are attempting to provoke us is not in doubt. The fact that our moratorium sticks 
in Washington's throat is also not in doubt. But, if we are obliged to renew tests — 
and I think that the Soviet Union simply cannot permit itself to endlessly continue the 
unilateral moratorium — then the effect of a moratorium lasting more than | and 1/2 
years will not disappear. It is now already a historical fact. It opened many eyes to 
the truth. The moratorium has effected an enormous breach in the wall of lies which 
has been erected around our country and, in particular, to a signficiant degree, it 
seems to me, buried the myth of a Soviet threat. For this reasons, even in the event 
that we have to renew nuclear tests — and if the United States continues to behave as 
it does not, then we shall of course renew these tests -- the political effect of the 
moratorium has been and will remain very great, and not a fleeting phenomenon. 


{Tsvetov] But, if we stop adhering to our unilateral moratorium, will this not have a 
negative influence on the antinuclear and antiwar movement, which as a result might 
conclude that the movement is pointless and ineffective? 


{[Zorin] Im regard te this, I would like to draw attention to the very important and 
perhaps key statement by the Soviet Union when it was announced that we would be 
obliged to resume tests and end the moratorium. It was stressed that we are not 
closing the door, that we are willing to renew the moratorium at any moment, and that 
we would stop ouclear tests as soon as the United States joins the moratoriun. 
Consequently, from the viewpoint of your question, I would answer as foltows: It 
should not only not discourage peace supporters, but should provide a stimulus to their 
activities. However, it should be made quite clear who needs to be put under 
pressure. Whereas previously among certain circles, including some in the peace 
suppuerters’ movement, there existed the illusion that pressure had to be exerted on 
both great powers, it is now becoming increasingly clear and to an ever-growing number 
of people just upon whom depend the existence of that moratorium, the end of nuclear 
tests, and the end of the creation of new types of nuclear weapons. 


{Kobysh!} I think, colleagues, that you are both correct and I hope that I will also be 
correct in the following statement: These last two explosions by the United States are 
not merely a matter of perfecting nuclear weapons; they are also, of course, a 
political provocation. Moreover, the second explosion was set off precisely on the eve 
of the forum that has assembled in Moscow, timed to coincide directly with it. 


{Zorin] How closely the Pentagon follows the activities of the forces campaigning for 
the creation of a nuclear-free world and for the survival of mankind! 


{[Tsvetov] They have no choice but to do so. 


{[Zorin] Yes, but the other day something different, so to speak, took place that 
illuminated their policy in an even more pitiless manner perhaps: China followed us in 
signing the Raratonga Treaty on a nuclear-free zone in the southern part of the Pacific 
Ocean. All this may sound very exotic to some people, but I should mention that it is 
an extremely important thing. The idea is to make *he whole of the southern part of 
the Pacific Ocean nuclear-free — a colossal expanse. China is the second nuclear 
power to sign it; the United States refuses point-blank, categorically, to sign the 
Raratonga Treaty. Their reasons? Not only because they want to store nuclear weapons 
there and because they have bases there, etc. I think that first and foremost it is 
because they are battling against the proliferation of the idea cf being without 
nuclear weaspons. This is what frightens them most of all. They are frightened by the 
fact that people now want to live in a nuclear-free world. 





[Kobysh] People want to live in a safe world and that which has taken place over the 
past few days off the coast of Lebzaon, for example, is a factor which raises tension 
in the world. I think we should mention these actions by Washington as well today. 


{Zorin] I think you are very right to remember Lebanon because a very serious, very 
dangerous, and potentially, perhaps, explosive situation has taken shape there now. An 
ABC correspondent has just reported that everything has been prepared for delivering a 
strike - and a swift strike - if, I quote, even only one of the U.S. hostages in 
Lebanon is killed. After all, he might be killed by extremists on the -nstructions of 
the United States’s secret services, and there immediately would be a swift strike by 


U.S. aircraft carriers. 


{[Tevetov] So, what we ure seeing is a display of great cowboy daring on a global 
scale. Somebody once wrote — and very aptly in my view -—- that daring is panic 
running ahead. The fact that the United States is attempting to undermine all the 
efforts of the antinuclear and antiwar movement with such earnestness and persistence 
shows up, on the other hand, the administration's fear of this movement. It seems to 
me that the Forum for a Nuclear-free World, For the Survival of Mankind being held in 
Moscow at the moment is an example of the unity of the democratic forces of the entire 
world in the name cf the main, the most important thing: in the name of all of us, of 
all of our lives, of us sitting at this table and those listening to us. 


I would like to conclude our roundtabl> by quoting Frederic Joliot-Curie. He said that 
no one people or single individual is capable of protecting itself against war; only 
jeint efforts by the peoples of all countries will make it possible to achieve that 
aim. On that, I bid you farewell. All the best. 
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U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND S”ACE ARMS TALKS 


PRAVDA REVIEWS REYKJAVIK DOCUMENTS BROCHURE 


PM231050 [Editorial Report] Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 23 January 1987 First 
Edition carries on page 5 a B. Kotov article under the heading “Reykjavik: 
Reestablishing the Truth" reviewing a brochure entitled "Reykjavik" Documents 
and Materials.” Inset into Kotov's article is a table headed "Figures on the 
Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms of the USSR and the United States (On 11 
October 1986)," wita the footnote: “These figures were presented to the U.S. 
President by the general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee during the 
Reykjavik meeting”; the table itself is identical to that reportedly published 
in MOSCOW NEWS, supplied by the referent iten. 


The text of Kotov's article reads: 


“This small brochure, only just over 20 pages, is very weighty in terms of its 
political content. Headed ‘Reykjavik: Documents and Materials,’ it re- 
establishes and asserts the truth about that crucial event in international 
life in our disturbing times, the Soviet-American summit meeting in the capital 
of Iceland 11-12 October 1986. 


“And today it is a more than urgent task to assert the truth about what 
happened in Reykjavik, because statesmen in the United States and a number 
of other Western countries, and, at their prompting, the bourgeois mass media, 
are continuing to falsify the sides’ positions and the actual meaning of the 
talks which took place. Seeking to mislead the public, the ‘interpreters’ of 
the results of Reykjavik across the ocdan keep changint tack. After unsuc- 
cessful attempts to attribute the ‘peacemaking initiatives’ at the meeting to 
the White House incumbent, they rapidly switched over to tactics of political 
apostasy. Like the luckless character in Saltykov-Shchedrin who threatened to 
*‘undiscover America,’ Washington's ‘hawks’ would now like to ‘undiscover 
Reykjavik." ‘In my opinion nothing happened in Reykjavik,’ U.S. Defense 
Secretary Weinberger, for instance, stated quite recently without turning a 
hair. 


"The collection of documents published by APN contains key extracts from the 
10 and 12 October 1986 statements by M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee, in the Icelandic capital and from his speeches on 
Soviet television on 14 and 22 October, as well as other official materials. 
They provide irrefutable evidence that as a result of the Reykjavik meeting 
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and the large-scale, bold peace initiatives put forward there by the Soviet 
Union, a fundamentally new situation has emerged and the struggle for nuclear 
disarmament has reached a higher level. Now, from the vantage point of 
Reykjavik, as M.S. Gorbachev noted, ‘new prospects can be seen for resolving 
the problems which are so acute today--I mean security, nuclear disarmament, 
the prevention of new rounds of the arms race, and a new understanding of the 
opportunities opening up before mankind." 


“The brochure publishes for the first time the full text of the Soviet draft 
directives to the USSR and U.S. foreign ministries on preparing agreements in 
the nuclear disarmament sphere. This document was presented to the American 
President by the Soviet leader during the talks. It dezlt with the preparation 
of three draft agreements: in the strategic arms sphere, in the sphere of 
medium-range missiles, and on the Treaty on the Limitation of ABM Systems and 
on banning auclear tests. 


Ne general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee and the U.S. President," 
the draft directives say, in particular, ‘believe that these accords are 
accords of principle and constitute a turning point along the path of the 
implementation of the tasks set by them in Ceneva in November 1985: to limit 
and reduce nuclear arms, to prevent the arms race in space and stop it on 
earth, and to strengthen strategic stability and universal security." 


"As is well known, these agreements were not concluded. Although in Reykjavik 
they came within literally two or three paces of adopting decisions which could 
have become historic, the USSR and the United States could not take those 
steps. The turning point in world history did not take place. Although it 
was possible. The fault lies with Washington's unconstructive stance, its 
stubborn adherence, dangerous to the cause of peace, to the space militari- 
zation plans. 


"The Soviet leader also presented to the President a comparative table of 
figures on the numbers of strategic offensive arms of the USSR and the United 
States. 


"As the reader can easily see for himself, these figures utterly demolish the 
myth propagated by the Western propaganda services about ‘Soviet nuclear 
superiority,’ which supposedly prompts the White House to insist on the 
implementation of the pseudodefensive ‘strategic initiative.’ Moreover they 
testify to nearly a 50-percent U.S. superiority 1 the number of nuclear 
warheads [zaryady] on stratezic delivery vehicles. 


"The documents and materials contained in the brochure, which is published both 
in Russian and in a number of foreign languages, will enable many people abroad 
to assess objectively and on their merit the results of Reykjavik. In general 
the collection convincingly demonstrates the persistent efforts of the CPSU 
and the Soviet state to save our planet from nuclear catastrophe.” 
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U.S.—USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


USSR'S ZAGLADIN: UK NOT INTERMEDIARY WITH U.S. 


Thatcher, Gorbachev Talks Anticipated 
LD061540 London Press Association in English 1509 GMT 6 Feb 87 


[Text] A senior Soviet Government official today expressed hopes of holding further 
face-to-face talks with Britain on the nuclear problem. 


Mr Vadim Zagladin, first deputy head of the International Department of the Soviet 
Central Committee, said his country wanted to know precisely where Britain stood in the 
struggle for disarmament. 


But he made it clear that Mrs Thatcher was not being seen as a mediator between the 
Soviet Union and the United States in the hopes of achieving an agreement on arms 
control. 


Mr Zagladin, speaking at a press conference at the Soviet Embassy in London, said the 
Soviet Union already had relations with the US and talks were taking place in Geneva. 


But commenting on Britain's role, he added: “We feel we should have a frank and 
constructive dialogue with Britain on all these issues. We would like to know more 
accurately how Britain sees its role in the process and in the struggle for disarmament. 


"There is an agenda for discussion. We would like this direct dialogue to continue”. 


Mr Zagladin had headed a Soviet foreign affairs delegation which was ending a week long 
visit to Britain. He had been asked to the embassy to comment on Labour's non-nuclear 
defense policy. 


Asked if the Soviets saw the Labour Party as too ideological, he replied: "The choice 
of whether it is the government or its alternatives is the business of the country 
itself — in this case Britain. 


"We would like to have relations with Britain regardless of which party is in power. 
That has been right in the past. That is right now. 


"Our position is clear. We stand for nuclear disarmament. We want a world without 
nuclear weapons. We welcome any steps in this direction and on the basis of that 
position we evaluate the action and the position of the other side”. 


The forthcoming visit by Mrs Thatcher to Moscow for talks with Mr Gorbachev, was one 
which the Soviets attached "no small significance". 


34 








Delegation Ends UK Visit 
LD061647 Moscow TASS in English 1624 GMT 6 Feb 87 


[Text] London February 6 TASS — A delegation from the foreign affairs commissions of 
the USSR Supreme Soviet has ended a visit to Great Britain. The delegation was led by 
Vadim Zagladin, secretary of the Foreign Affairs Commission of the Soviet of the 
Union. The visit was at the invitation of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House 
of Commons in the British Parliament. 


During mumerous conversations and meetings with British government officials, 
parliamentarians, political and public figures, the delegation held a frank and serious 
exchange of views on a broad range of urgent international problems. Top priority was 
given to questions of ending the arms race and preventing the militarization of outer 
space and issues of bilateral relations. 


The British side was interested in the information about the outcome of the January 
plenary meeting of the CPSU Central Committee and about the profound revolutionary 
changes currently taking place in the Soviet Union. 


The Soviet parliamentarians visited Scotland. 


It was agreed that parliamentary contacts between the USSR and Great Britain would be 
continued. 
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U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


USSR'S GERASIMOV COMMENTS ON FRC'S ROLE 


DW121115 Hamburg BILD in German 12 Feb 87 p 12 


[Second part of interview with Soviet Foreign Ministry Spokesman Gennadiy Gerasimov by 
correspondent Tewe Pannier; date and place not given) 


[Text] Yesterday in BILD, Gorbachev's confidant Gerasimov asked Federal President von 
Weizsaecker to go to Moscow. In the second part of the interview, BILD asked: Will 
there be a new Reagan-Gorbachev summit meeting soon? 


Gerasimov: Better to ask President Reagan that. However, he is currently very 
involved in his Iran affair, with Congress, and with his health problems. Moreover, 
the Americans are not at all flexible in the Geneva talks. All these signs make us 
pessimistic. We are for a summit if it will produce results. Such a summit meeting, 
however, must be prepared — we can do that only in Geneva. At present the conditions 
for a summit meeting are not fulfilled, unfortunately. 


BILD: Can the Federal Government help to achieve some progress in disarmament? 


Gerasimov: It could contribute to progress if only it wanted to. However, I see no 
such signs. England, France, and the FRG look to me like Dr Strangelove, who loved the 
bomb (a U.S. film figure of the sixties): First they are greatly concerned about the 
missiles in their back yard, and now they cannot be without them. They say that the 
superiority of the Soviet Union in the conventional field is the reason. But we say 
that nobody has the advantage in conventional weapons. The London Institute for 
Strategic Studies has found that at present nobody in Europe dare wage an offensive 
War. However, we are prepared to discuss the dismantling of conventional weapons in 
Europe. I am very much disappointed by the attitude of the Europeans. 


BILD: Is Gorbachev helpful to East-West relations? 
Gerasimov: Yes, naturally. Democratization can bring very positive influence to bear 


on East-West relations. It is much easier for the West to deal with an open society 
than with an apparently closed one, headed by burezucrats whose intentions are not 


quite clear. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


SOVIET FOREIGN MINISTRY NEWS CONFERENCE ON INF PROPOSAL 
TV Broadcast 


LD022314 Moscow Television Service in Russian 1955 GMT 2 Mar 87 


[Special program on 2 March news conference at USSR Foreign Ministry held by Gennadiy 
Gerasimov, chief of the Information Department of the USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 
Aleksandr Bessmertnykh, USSR deputy minister of foreign affairs; Marshal of the Soviet 
Union Sergey Akhromeyev, chief of the Armed Forces General Staff; and Viktor Karpov, 
chief of the Arms Limitation and Disarmament Directorate of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs; when not read by unidentified announcer, journalists’ questions delivered in 
vernacular with superimposed Russian translation; video shows panelists seated at table 
in front of journalists, cutting alternatively from panel to audience -—- recorded] 


[Excerpt] [passage omitted] [Announcer] Answering a question from a correspondent of 
the Japanese paper SANKEI SHIMBUN about why the Soviet leadership has decided to single 
out the issue of medium-range missiles from the set of issues at the Reykjavik talks, 
Comrade Bessmertnykh said: 


[Bessmertnykh] In Reykjavik and after, in the political contacts and at the Geneva 
talks themselves, the Soviet side proceeded from the need, desirability and expediency 
of resolving the whole package of matters. The logic of the interconnection between 
these issues was explained clearly and convincingly enough. It continues to be valid. 
At the moment we consider this is the very best way of resolving all problems. 
However, recently a number of circumstances have appeared to which the Soviet 
leadership has paid attention. 


The Soviet leadership examined this matter from a broad point of view, in the context 
of the common international desire and the mood of the public for headway to be made on 
these matters, the growing anxiety in the world, as well as the dangerous, alarming 
situation arising in Geneva. Since from all the problems, and there are four main ones 
making up this package of matters, the problem of medium-range missiles lends itself 
most readily to resolution — for its parameters have been agreed upon for all intents 
and purposes — a decision has been taken to open the door to accords by coming to an 
agreement upon possible future accord on medium-range missiles. 


I want to stress that the possibility of resolving the problem of medium-range missiles 
does not cancel the logical, mutually penetrating [vzairmnopronikayushchyaya] Linkage 
existing between the problem of resolving a radical reduction in strategic offensive 
weapons and resolving the matter in the Politburo, which Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev 
referred to, was guided first and foremost by the high degree of responsibility for the 
present situation. Such boldness, realism and political adherence to principles lay at 
the basis of the major proposal the Soviet Union put forward. 
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[Announcer] A question from a correspondent from the Belgium paper DRAPEAU ROUGE: 
What is the situation at the Geneva talks? Will the present proposal really open new 
prospects and will headway be possible on the matter of strategic missiles as a result 
of this proposal? Comrade Karpov, chief of the Arms Limitation and Disarmament 
Directorate of the USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs answers: 


[Karpov] Those discussions that have taken place to date in Geneva on the issue of 
reducing strategic, offensive weapons, bearing in mind also the task of scrapping them 
altogether, do not as yet provide a basis for saying that right now is the moment for 
an easy resolution of all matters under discussion there. However, on a practical 
basis from the whole course of the discussions in this round of the taiks, it becomes 
increasingly obvious that the U.S. side would like generally to bring down the whole 
problem of scrapping offensive weapons only to a 50 percent reduction, only to this. 


A whole range of quest ons is also being exposed which are complicating the achievement 
of accord even on a 50 percent reduction. It is still the position from which the 
United States had acted both at the previous rounds and before Reykjavik a position in 
relation to establishing a whole system of sub-levels for strategic offensive weapons 
by the end of the first stage of reducing them, sub-levels which are being proposed 
artificially, reckoning on breaking the structure of Soviet strategic weapons to the 
benefit and advantage, the unilateral advantage of the United States. Apart from this, 
there are serious doubts about the readiness of the United States to solve the question 
of long-range sea-based cruise missiles, although in principle accord was reached in 
Reykjavik on this account on the need to seek such a solution. Even this is not the 
main thing. The main thing is that the reduction of strategic offensive weapons and 
the elimination of them depend on whether accord is or is not reached concerning the 
prevention of the arms race in space. On this question there is no progress at the 
negotiatic.s. The U.S. side has both blocked a solution of this question and is 
continuing to block it. It is no secret that the U.S. side on 7 February at the Geneva 
talks officially proposed to be guided by the so-called broad, or extended 
interpretation of the ABM Treaty, which, if such an interpretation is adopted, means in 
essence that the United States would receive the right to do anything it wants to 
create [sozdaniye] its, to implement [realizatsiya] its Strategic Defense Initiative 
program, by carrying out the creation [sozdaniye] and testing of space-based ABM 
systems and elements of them. It is clear that such an interpretation of the ABM 
Treaty basically does not correspond either ‘to the spirit or letter of that treaty, and 
is an attempt to legalize the U.S. SDI program, which is incompatible, with the 
provisions of the ABM Treaty. This is the main difficulty at the talks. 


[Announcer] Correspondent from Czechoslovakian radio: In connection with the fact 
that the Soviet Union has taken a number of steps in the area of arms limitation 
including on medium-range missil~s, the question arises -- will not this have a 
negative effect on the defense capability of the USSR and of its allies? The answer is 
given by Marshal of the Soviet Union Akhromeyev, chief of General Staff of the Armed 
Forces, first deputy minister of defense of the USSR. 


[Akhromeyev] In the struggle for peace, a reduction in and elimination of the nuclear 
threat for the peoples of the Soviet Union and for all other peoples, our country is 
making certain compromises, including unilateral steps. You are aware that for a year 
and a half we have been observing a moratorium on nuclear tests and removed some of our 
SS-20 missiles from operational duties. In other words, the Soviet Union is proving 
not just by words and not just by its proposals, but in deeds, its constructive nature 
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and its good will. The U.S. Administration, though, makes no positive steps in reply. 
It continues to spiral the arms race. In the political aspect the United States by so 
doing is exposing itself to the whole world as instigators of the arms race and as a 


source of the threat of war. 


All the measures which we proposed at the talks are being thoroughly discussed and 
analyzed by the leadership of our party and state with the involvement of military 
leaders, too. Here possible changes in the military-political situation and the 
potential opportunities of our state and of our allies are weighed. The extent of 
unilateral steps and compromise proposals is being determined. The Soviet leadership 
constantly retains the problem of the security of its own country and that of our 
allies and universal security at the center of attention. The security of our country 
and that of our allies is a reliable one. The Soviet Armed Forces and the armed forces 
of our friends are in a state of preparedness, guaranteeing a rebuff to any aggressor. 


(NHK correspondent] A correspondent of the Japanese NHK Television company: How can 
one tie up the new Soviet proposal on medium-range missiles with the prospects of a 
meeting between Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev and Ronald Reagan? 


[Bessmertnykh] The Soviet Government has just submitted a very important proposal which 
opens up possibilities for solving not only the problem of medium-range missiles, but 
also other questions which are being tackled by our delegation in Geneva. 
Understandably, we do not yet know what the results of an examination of this and other 
key issues at the Geneva talks will be. That is why today, here and now, the question 
which was asked about a summit meeting is probably premature. Nevertheless, it is well 
known that the Soviet Union has been and continues to be in favor of summit meetings 
being held and that such meetings should be substantial, serious and rich in content. 
In this context we will analyze the situation which will emerge, first and foremost, 
around questions concerning the problem of security. By this I mean the problems being 


examined at Geneva. 


[Correspondent] A correspondent of the West German newspaper KOLNERSTADTANZEIGER: 
Could you assess the reaction to the new proposal in various Western capitals? 


[Bessmertnykh] If one may summarize the reaction in the world to the new Soviet 
initiative, then it is a positive one. Even Western news agencies, replying to the 
same kind of question, are saying — this information has just come in — in the West 
the Soviet leader's initiative has been received positively. Indeed, we already have 
official statements from a number of governments in Western Europe, the United States, 
and certain other coutries, which express the hope that the new Soviet proposal will 
open up the possibility for reaching a practical accord which, in turn, will enable 
remaining problems which perplex the world to be solved. 


Of course, and we should expect this, we also hear the voices of those who object to 
the possibility of solving the problem of medium-range missiles in Europe. For 
example, General Rogers, the outgoing commander in Chief of the NATO Armed Forces, and 
other people like him are saying that: We have always heard that from them. The 
overwhelming response and reaction from both government and — especially -- public 
circles is very positive and we, naturally, find satisfaction in this. 


[Announcer] Replies to other questions by journalists were also given. 
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Radio Reportage 


LDO21854 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1700 GMT 2 Mar 87 
[Passages in quotation marks recorded] 


{Excerpts} On 2 March at the press center of the USSR Foreign Ministry a news 
conference was held for Soviet and foreign journalists in connection with the statement 
by Comrade Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee of 28 February. 


[passage omitted] 


Later, replies were given to questions from the correspondents. A question from the 
correspondent of the American ABC television company for Marshal Akhromeyev: How many 
SS-20 missiles will be dismantled? Will all missiles targeted on Europe be dismantled? 


[Akhromeyev] "I must give extremely specific information: If an agreement is concluded 
on the total elimination of U.S. medium-range missiles deployed [razvernutye] in 
Europe, and of Soviet missiles also deployed [razvernutye] in Europe, 243 SS-20 
missiles will be dismantled; I repeat, if in turn the Pershing-2 and U.S. cruise 
missiles deployed [razvernutye] in Europe are fully dismantled. Since we are in favor 
of the missiles being dismantled fully, this means there will be no other medium-range 
missiles in Europe, on the territory of Europe, either belonging to the Soviet Union or 
to the United States. In Asia the SS-20 missiles will be reduced to such a quantity as 
to ensure that there will remain on them no more than 100 warheads.” 


[Announcer] A quesion from the WNOVOSTI correspondent. The West talks about the 
superiority of the Soviet Union in the sphere of conventional weapons. What can you 


say on this point? 


[Akhromeyev] “I must, whether I like it or not, link this question with the so-called 
Soviet military threat, which many leaders of the NATO countries and unfortunately the 
mass media of those countries, are using to frighten their peoples. This has been done 
over a period of many years now, although there does exist in Europe a military balance 
in conventional arms and armed forces. This balance exists in the numbers of armed 
forces of the Warsaw Pact states and of the NATO states. Were the balance is, as they 
say, virtually absolute. In weaponry there are differences in certain sorts and types 
of arms. Armed forces are formed both in each military alliance, and in each state in 
relation to the conditions in which the state and military alliance are living. So, 
the states of the military alliance of the NATO bloc in Europe have more antitank 
weapons, much more than the Warsaw Pact; more strike aircraft — fighter-bombers and 
bomber aircraft. The Warsaw Pact has more tanks, more fighter-interceptors. All these 
quantitative relationships, if one takes them and examines them on a large scale, give 
an approximate equality of military forces. We are ready for negotiations, ready for 
negotiations. We are ready in negotiations to set out figures on the numbers both of 
our armed forces, and those figures which are known to us on the armed forces of the 
NATO states. The other side does not consent — for almost a year now it has failed to 
consent even to begin such negotiations. The questions arises: What therefore is the 
basis for talking of military superiority of the Warsaw Pact in Europe, which in fact 
does not exist in nature? 


{[SANKEI SHIMBUN correspondent, in Russian) “The Japanese paper SANKEI SHIMBUN. Please 
tell us what is the main reason why the Soviet leadership has decided to separate the 


question of medium-range missiles from the package of questions? 
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[Bessmertnykh] “In Reykjavik and afterwards, in the political contacts and at the 
Geneva talks themselves the Soviet side proceeded from the need, desirability and 
expediency of resolving the whole package of matters. The logic of the interconnection 
between these issues was explained clearly and convincingly enough. It continues to be 
valid. At the moment, we consider this is the very be.t way of resolving all 
problems. However, recently a number of circumstances have appeared that the Soviet 
leadership has paid attention to, primarily the loud and clear cails at the Moscow 
forum to resolve this matter, and not only at this forum. The second and very 
important reason —— I am not listing them in order of importance, I am just presenting 
them in the form of a list — is the situation that began to take shape in Geneva. 
Deadlock loomed ahead once again. The smell of naphthalene that we used to talk about 
before Reykjavik could be felt. The U.S. delegation conducted talks on all the basic 
issues, sometimes for outward appearance, and sometimes only on the most petty 
technical aspects, so to speak. 


"On the issue of the medium-range missiles the behavior of the U.S. delegation was 
simply incomprehensible, that is to say i* was not apparent whether this delegation had 
instructions to behave this way or whether it was just behaving this way of its own 
accord, but it did not even agree, so to speak, to recognize as one texts that were 
absolutely identical down to the last comma. Therefore, the Soviet leadership examined 
this matter from a broad point of view, in the context of the common international 
desire, and the mood of the public for headway to be made on these matters, the growing 
anxiety in the world, as well as the dangerous situation, the alarming situation 
arising in Geneva. 


"Since of all the problems — and there are four main ones making up this package of 
issues — the problem of medium-range missiles lends itself most readily to resolution, 
because its parameters have been agreed upon to all intents and purposes, and I have 
cited today a quote from the pronouncements of the U.S. secretary of state on this 
score -- I could cite even more — a decision has been taken to open the door to 
accords through coming to an agreement upon a possible future agreement on medium-range 
missiles. 


"So this is a political issue and a security issve at the same time. Finally these 
issues have to be resolved specifically. We must not allow the deadlock to continue, 
particularly today.” 


[Announcer] Answers were given to other questions from journalists as well. 


PRAVDA Report 


PMO31157 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 3 Mar 87 First Edition p 5 
["Paving the Way to Accords. Press Conference at USSR Foreign Ministry Press Center"| 


[Text] Moscow 3 Mar — On 2 March there was a press conference for Soviet and foreign 
journalists at the USSR Foreign Ministry Press Center in connection with CPSU Central 
Committee General Secretary M.S. Gorbachev's 28 February statement. 


Taking part were A.A. Bessmertnykh, USSR deputy foreign minister; Marshal of the Soviet 
Union S.F. Akhromeyev, chief of the USSR Armed Forces General Staff and USSR first 
deputy defense minister; and V.P. Karpov, chief of the USSR Foreign Ministry 
Administration for Arms Limitation and Disarmament Problems. 











A.A. Bessmertnykh made the following statement: 


The Soviet leadership made a decision of cardinal importance with the aim of speedily 
taking a real step towards the complete deliverance of Europe from nuclear weapons. On 
28 February Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, 
announced a new major initiative of the Soviet Union aimed at resolutely advancing the 
talks on nuclear and space weapons. The USSR offers the United States: 


"First, to conclude without delay a separate agreement on the total abolition of 
medium-range missiles in Europe and their drastic reduction — to 100 warheads — in 
the Asian part of the USSR and in U.S. national territory. In other words, this 
problem is being separated from the range of issues discussed at the Geneva talks; 


Second, to start immediately talks on operational-—tactical missiles with the clear goal 
of reducing and totally eliminating missiles of this class.” 


"In addition, the Soviet Union has stated that it will withdraw from the GDR and 
Czechoslovakia by agreement with the governments of those countries 
operational-tactical missiles with an enhanced range as soon as an agreement on the 
elimination of Soviet and American medium-range missiles in Europe is signed. The 
above operational-tactical missiles are known to have been deployed by the USSR in 
those allied countries as a countermeasure to the introduction of American Pershing-2 
and cruise missiles in Western Europe. 


The Soviet leadership, proceeding from the interests of strengthening the security of 
our country, that of our allies and European and international security, has thus 
demonstrated anew its political will for real steps towards nuclear disarmament and 
displayed a high sense of responsibility for the fate of peace.” 


It is to be hoped that the American leadership will at long last join in that peaceful 
enterprise, a search for accord on the security of nations, including the American 
people, and, saving efforts now made to create artifical barriers at the talks and 
engage in rhetoric on the misinterpretation of the ABM Treaty, get down to real 
business. The world is living through a crucial moment, people's worries keep growing 
and it is time to stop intrigues around nuclear disarmament. 


The Soviet side proceeds from the assumption that nuclear disarmament is quite real 
politics. Reykjavik demonstrated this fact. 


The Iceland meeting cleared the way for efforts to achieve nuclear disarmament, freed 
the talks from an accumulation of trivia and stereotyped approaches and opened the door 
to a new age. The U.S. leadership, however, stopped on the threshold and backed up.” 


“At subsequent rounds of the talks we were upholding and continue to uphold the 
possibility of resolving the entire range of issues — outer space, strategic offensive 
weapons, medium-range missiles and a total nuclear test ban — in their entirety, thus 
ensuring the harmonious process of strengthening international security at 
progressively lower levels of armed confrontation. 


"This approach remains preferable today as well. However, since the Geneva 
talks have run into the danger of becoming deadlocked anew, because of the 
position of the American side, the USSR has agreed to seek a solution to the 
problem of medium-range missiles in the first place. In addition, this 
question lends itself to solution easier than the others today." 
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Secretary of State George Shultz said on October 17 last year that “there was no reason 
which could prevent a competent agreement on intermediate-range nuclear forces from 
being achieved on the basis of what the two leaders had told each other.” Since there 
is no reason not to conclude such an agreement, it should be concluded, and without 
delay. 


The Soviet offer gives a pragmatic chance for it because, in addition to everything 
else, it takes into consideration the fact that we were told after Reykjavik that the 
inclusion of the problem of medium-range missiles in the total complex of tasks at the 
Geneva talks made accord more difficult to achieve. Well, now those who believed it — 
and we heard such views from Washington and European capitals — should show us that 
they were sincere in their intentions to advance towards accord.” 


“The Soviet proposal on medium-range missiles does not push to the sidelines, let alone 
remove from the agenda, the question of substantial reductions in and eventual 
elimination of strategic weapons. Agreement to this effect will be possible given a 
decision not to deploy weapons in space since the two issues are organically 
interrelated. 


We expect from the United States a concrete positive reply to our proposal on 


medium-range missiles. 


We hope that the new important initiative made by the USSR will encourage the 
U.S. to take reciprocal constructive steps on the entire range of nuclear and 
space weaponr. A.A. Bessmertnykh said in conclusion. 


The press conference participants answered journalists’ questions. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


SOVIET MEDIA REPORT ON U.S. REACTION TO GORBACHEV OFFER 


U.S. Said Interested, Cautious 


LDO11816 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 1711 GMT 1 Mar 87 


[Text] Washington, 1 Mar (TASS) — The proposal put forward by the general secretary of 
the CPSU Central Committee to examine the question on medium-range missiles in Europe 
separately from other problems of arms control has been received with interest in the 
White House said Daniel Howard, deputy press spokesman of the White House. According 
to our preliminary evaluation, he said, this proposal is a positive development. The 
United States, he announced, intends to put forward in Geneva proposals “couched in a 


specific treaty terminology.” 


At the same time, official representatives of the administration who have obviously 
been taken unaware by the Soviet proposal have expressed “cautious pessimism” regarding 
the possibility of the conclusion of an agreement on medium-range missiles in the 
immediate future. According to THE WASHINGTON POST, they have singled out “many 
difficulties” in this matter, such as the position of a number of East European 
countries. Not having asked these countries what their reaction to the Soviet proposal 
is and having set about speaking on their behalf — and effectively giving them 
directions as to how they should “react” — they are asserting objections in Washington 
against the conducting of on-site inspections have been recorded in “all five West 
European countries when U.S. medium-range missiles have been deployed.” In the opinion 
of a number of observers, the administration is finding it increasingly difficult to 
brush aside Soviet initiatives and has now decided to play the “allies” card in its 
striving to erect more and more fresh obstacles on the path of progress in arms control. 


IZVESTIYA Cites U.S. Reactions 


PMO21409 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 2 March 87 Morning Edition p 3 


[Own correspondent A. Blinov dispatch: “Senator Sam Nunn: ‘It is up to the U.S. 
Administration’) 


[Text] Washington — The CBS company opened its evening news program with film of the 
Soviet television program “Vremya.” U.S. television viewers heard an account of the 
statement by M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, 
containing the proposal to the United States to conclude an agreement on the 
elimination of Soviet and U.S. medium-range missiles in Europe. 


Commentaries on the report stress the particular importance of the new Soviet 
initiative for ensuring progress on limiting nuclear arms. In an interview with a CBS 
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correspondent Sam Nunn, chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, stated that 


the Soviet proposal opens up a “historic opportunity” to reach an accord on the 
limitation of medium-range nuclear means and in the long term promotes an accord on 
strategic arms. He noted that such accords could help strengthen security in the 
United States. Now it is up to the U.S. Administration, Senator S. Nunn stressed. 


Other leading U.S. television companies also broadcast an account of M.S. Gorbachev's 
statement. 


"M.S. Gorbachev's proposal opens the door to productive Soviet-U.S. talks,” the 
observer J. Smith of THE WASHINGTON POST writes. Items in the U.S. press material 
stressed that the Soviet proposal is based on what was achieved at the Soviet-U.S. 
meeting in Reykjavik and takes into account the mood of wide circles within the 
community of European countries in favor of lowering the level of ailitary 


confrontation on the European continent. 


As THE WASHINGTON POST reports, U.S. Administration cfficials regard the report from 
Moscow as “very good news.” Dan Howard, a White House press spokesman, stated that 
U.S. Administration circles have studied with interest the contents of the statement by 
M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, and consider the 
Soviet initiative a “positive step.” At the same time, in his words, the U.S. side 
intends to state its own specific position in relation to the accord on medium-range 


nuclear means at the talks in Geneva. 
Nunn: ‘Highly Positive’ 
LDO10913 Moscow TASS in English 0804 GMT 1 Mar 87 


[Text] Washington, March 1 (TASS)--President Reagan has now an opportunity 
to conclude a history-making agreement in the field of arms control not 

only as regards medium-range weapons, but also as regards strategic weapons, 
said Sam Nunn, chairman of the Senate Arms Services Committee. Speaking in 
a CBS Television interview, he pointed out that, in his opinion, the USSR's 
proposal that a separate treaty be concluded on medium-range nuclear missiles 
in Europe is a highly positive one. 


Nunn noted that in his opinion, much progress could be made in that field. 
Everything necessary for that is there. and it takes only serious talks. 


Rogers’ Statement ‘Discordant' 


LD030729 Moscow TASS in English 0631 GMT 3 Mar 87 


[Text] Brussels March 3 TASS — American General Rogers, who resigns from the post of 
the Supreme Allied Commander Europe in the middle of this year, made an overtly 
militaristic instigative speech at the Belgian Royal Institute of International 
Relations last night. 


Rogers, who is one of the initiators of the deployment of American “Pershing-2" nuclear 
missiles and cruise missiles, imposed upon Western Europe, asserted that allegedly the 
Soviet Union-proposed undelayed elimination of medium-range missiles in Europe was 
contrary to the interests of the North Atlantic bloc, that allegedy consent to the 
Soviet proposal would negatively affect Western security. 
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Rogers’ statement was discordant with the favorable response of the 
overvhelming majority of West European countries to the USSR's new peace 
proposals on disarmament. 


Further U.S. Reaction 


PM041339 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 4 Mar 87 First Edition p 4 


{Own correspondent V. Gan report under the general heading “Sincere Desire for Peace: 
That Is How International Public Views New Soviet Initiative: ‘Valuable Proposal’”| 


[Text] Washington, 3 Mar — The Soviet proposal to conclude without delay an agreement 
with the United States on the complete elimination of medium-range missiles in Europe 
is being discussed widely in Washington. 


Many people here agree with the view of CBS TV, which noted that the “propsal may be a 
historic turning point. If everything goes normally, the two powers will be able for 
the first time to really reduce armaments and not simply to set more new ceilings on 
nuclear arsenals.” 


White House and State Department spokesmen were bombarded with questions by 
correspondents at press conferences today. Everyone wanted to know what the 
administration thinks about the proposal, what is its approach, and how soon the 
conclusion of an agreement can be expected. These questions are no surprise, 
especially if you consider Washington's disappointing record in the arms control sphere 
and its blatant obstruction of improvements on the central problem of our time. the 
answers which the White House and the foreign policy department gave sounded 
encouraging. Their spokesmen confirmed the administration welcomes the Soviet 
initiative and considers it a “positive development.” Journalists were promised that 
in the near future the United States will submit a specific draft treaty on 
medium-range missiles at the Geneva talks. The United States, M. Fitewater, the 
President's press spokesman, said, “remains ready for progress in all spheres of talks 
on nuclear and space arms.” 


However, such statements are received with a certain amount of skepticism. As 
commentators are pointing out, Washington has never experienced any difficulties in 
producing peace-making rhetoric or fine-sounding words while doing the complete 


opposite. 


Very many Americans would like to believe that this time the opportunity for progress 
will not be missed. In conversation with your correspondent, former Senator G. 
McGovern, the eminent politician and public figure, said: “This is a very valuable 
proposal. It gives the administration the opportunity to work on questions on which 
preliminary agreement was reached in Reykjavik. In my opinion, the Soviet initiative 
indicates the USSR's readiness to take a practical and constructive step on arms 
control. I hope that the administration will make a move and accept this good idea.” 


Reagan Summons Negotiators 


LDO32205 Moscow TASS in English 2204 GMT 3 Mar 87 


[Text] Washington, March 4 (TASS)--President Reagan appeared on national 
television on Tuesday with a special statement on questions of arms control. 
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Be said be welcomed the proposal made by the General Secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee Mihail CGorbachey to reach agreement on medium-range missile in Europe 
separately from other agreements. “To seize this new opportunity I have instructed our 
megotiators to begin presentation of our draft INF treaty text at Geneva tomorrow,” the 
President said. 


The President said that the U.S. negotiators were being urgently summoned to Washington 
already this week for consultations. 


Vremya on U.S. ‘Madmen’ 
LDO031738 Moscow Television Service in Russian 1530 GMT 3 Mar 87 
[From the "Vremya” newscast: U.S. correspondent Vladimir Dunayev report] 


[Text] The reaction of White House representatives this time was both 
quick and positive. The same can be said of the legislators, tc». The 
overwhelming majority of congressmen and senators who have spoken over 
the past few days have welcomed the statement by Comrade Corbachev. 


Here is the disturbing thing: The Pentagon at this precise moment has announced 
unexpectedly it is preparing to conduct a training alert on the U.S. Pacific coast. 
This is, after all, also a reaction to Comrade Gorbachev's statement, an original 


Pentagon reaction. 


Within the adminstration itself there continues unabated a conflict between responsible 
politicians and irresponsible ones who have now led the administration, and indeed the 


country, into a quagmire of scandal in general. 


There is a change of personnel under way in the White Bouse. A group of people, very 
militantly inclined, have left the White House for various reasons, and have been 
replaced by more moderate, so to speak, politicians. Still, there remain suf ficient 
madmen here and, to judge from the first comments from many retired generals, it can 
already be estimated, what arguments will be cited against an accord on medium-range 


missiles. 


First, the Reagan administration is weakened by scandal, so we must not talk to the 
Russians now, it is dangerous now. If an accord was reached in Reykjavik on these 
missiles — well, the President was strong at that time, but now he is weak, and, so to 
speak, it is better to wait and force through preparations for Star Wars. 


Second, the second sort of argument goes: Are all the West European countries ready to 
rid themselves of U.S. missiles? Let's ask them. There are signs that pressure wil! 
be brought so that if even one country states that it is not ready for this it will he 
possible for that reason to withdraw, to retreat, to break the existing accord. 


It must be said that these forces, the militant forces of America, so to speak, the 
military opposition, if you like, is not so much scared by this accord on Euromissiles, 
but most of all it fears that this accord will become the beginning of a change in the 
climate, and will open the way for other accords. This is very dangerous, and for this 
reason this entire military-industrial horde is gathering to provide a repulse. 
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Precisely for this reason those responsible U.S. politicians who know what it is to 
conduct policy in a nuclear age have welcomed the statement by Comrade Gorbachev, 
noting especially its timeliness, and so to speak its surprising [as heard] importance 
at precisely this time, a time when much is being determined in world politics. 


Reagan Statement Cited 


PMO51057 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 5 Mar 87 Morning Edition p 4 
[Own correspondent L. Koryavin dispatch: "R. Reagan's Statement"] 


[Text] Washington — The new Soviet peace-loving initiative set forth in the statement 
of M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, is continuing to be 
widely commented on in the United States. 


The general tenor of the comments is optimistic. Heightened interest has 
been shown in the Soviet proposal in the United States. What is important 


is that it is seen as a real opportunity to overcome the deadlock in the 
disarmament talks process. 


President Reagan appeared in the White House press center for the first time in 3 
months. He addressed journalists and dwelt on the Soviet proposal. His statement was 
carried on U.S. national television. The President emphasized he “welcomes the 
proposal advanced by General Secretary Gorbachev to reach an agreement on medium-range 
nuclear missiles separately from agreements in other spheres." 


"So as not to miss the opportunity which has presented itself," the President said, "I 
have instructed the American participants in the Geneva talke to submit the text of a 
draft treaty on medium-range nuclecar weapons as early as Wednesday," R. Reagan said 
he has also ordered the leaders of the U.S. delegation to be summoned to Washington 
from Geneva this week for consultations to embark on the practical process of 


negotiations. 


At the same time, Reagan placed special emphasis in his speech on the question of 
“verifying” [proverka] observance of agreements — a question which, as is known, the 
United States has constantly used as an artificial obstacle in the way of reaching real 


accords. 


The disarmament topic is so urgent and the danger of nuclear confrontation so great it 
is becoming impossible to brush these problems aside. 


ver, Washington's reaction still cannot be considered unequivocal. They are 
— to onto with facts in assessing the two countries’ military yr par ne 
Many have seized on the false thesis that with the elimination of medium-range m —* —2 
in Europe there will still be a “Soviet advantage” in terms of SS te 
missiles. Here they deliberately overlook the fact that Gorbachev's statement po : 6 
precisely to the USSR's readiness to embark at once on talks on eliminating other 


missiles, too. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


SOVIET MEDIA REPORTS ON WORLD REACTION TO GORBACHEV OFFER 
"Broad Flood of Commentaries’ 


LDO21306 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 0350 GMT 2 Mar 87 


[Text] [Announcer] The main topic of reports coming from abroad is the new Soviet 
initiative put forward in Comrade Gorbachev's statement on Saturday. Striving to 
break the deadlock over the problem of nuclear weapons, the USSR has proposed to 
separate the issue of medium range missiles in Europe from the package of initiatives 
we made in Reykjavik. The USSR has proposed concluding a separate agreement on these 
missiles, and to do this without delay. Commentator Vladimir Pasko reports on the 
world's intitial reaction to this proposal. 


[Pasko] The USSR's new initiative has given rise to an exceptionally broad flood of 
commentaries and statements. The fact that the governments of a number of countries 
considered it necessary to express their attitude to it even before the start of the 
working week bears witness to the importance attributed to our proposals. In Europe, 
the governments of the GDR, FRG, Norway, and Belgium issued appropriate statements. In 
doing so Erich Honecker, the GDR leader, informed Chancellor Kohl, through his 
permanent representative in Bonn, of the GDR Government's readiness to come to an 
agreement with the USSR Government on the issue of the withdrawal of the enhanced-range 
strategic missiles {strategicheskiye rakety povyshenncy dalnosti) deployed 
{razmeshchennyy] on the republic's territory — if, of course, the FRG comes out in 
favor of implementing the new proposal. 


The governments of Vietnam and Japan have already expressed their support for the 
Soviet initiative. Premier Nakasone commented that the dialogue should start first 
with the problems upon which an agreement is possible: His comment serves as a 
reminder that at the Reykjavik meeting the USSR and United States essentially reached 
agreement on eliminating their medium-range missiles in Europe. 


Our proposal gave rise to lively reaction in the United States. Correspondents working 
in this country relate that on Saturday, Washington's radio stations reported Comrade 
Gorbachev's statement every 10 or 15 minutes, invariably beginning the news with the 
phrases: The USSR is demonstrating new flexibility in its approach to arms control 
talks with the United States. The ABC television company described this proposal as a 
major step, and at the same time a challenge to the United States. In addition to 
famous public figures such as retired Admiral Laroque and Keeney, president of the 
Association of Arms Control, the Soviet initiative was welcomed by a group of 
well-known senators, including Nunn, head of the Senate Arms Forces Committee. 
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As for the White House, its spokesman Deputy Press Secretary Howard, declared the 
following: The proposal represents a positive development. At the same time, he added 
that the United States intends to put forward proposals at Geneva couched in specific 
treaty terminology. I must say frankly that many observers doubt wheteher Washington 
will meet even this mew Soviet initiative halfway. We will not make guesses. I shall 
point out, however, that the West can no longer link the problem of eliminating 
medium-range missiles in Europe with other problems. The USSR has once again 
demonstrated its will, in spite of all the obstacles, to resolve the problem of nuclear 
armaments. It is now up to the United States. 


Initiative ‘Met Favorably' 


LDO21107 Moscow World Service in English 0800 GMT 2 Mar 87 


[Text] The Soviet initiative has been met favorably in the Federal Republic of 
Germany, Belgium, Japan, Canada and other countries. Prime Minister of Sweden Ingvar 
Carlsson stressed that the proposal of the Soviet Union gives rise to hope for a 
decisive turn in the question of arms control. The leader of the Labor Party in Great 
Britain, Neil Kinnock, described the Soviet proposal as the basis for making a big step 
forward in the field of reducing nuclear arms. 


Reports from Washington say that doubt is expressed their about the possibility of 
signing such an agreement soon, though a representative of the White House said the 
Soviet initiative is a positive development. 


In contrast to such feelings was the reaction of France, says the FRANCE PRESSE. The 
French Foreign Ministry, ignoring the opinion of the experts on the parity between the 
Armed Forces of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty, said the implementation of the agreement on 
medium range missiles will give the Soviet Union and its allies advantage in other 


types of arms. 
West European Response ‘Positive’ 
LDO11809 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1600 GMT 1 Mar 87 


[Text] The statement of Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU, 
has evoked a wide response in the countries of Western Europe. Our correspondent in 
Brussels, Kipras Mazheyka, reports: 


[Mazheyka] A bright, encouraging and long-awaited piece of news. This is the 
leitmotif of many responses to our new peace-loving initiative. Yesterday, a number of 
West European radio and television studios began their news broadcasts with this 


information. 


Brussels is the only town in the continent that can receive 17 television channels at 
once, of which 13 are foreign ones. Without leaving the correspondent's post, it is 
possibie to make a sufficiently objective judgment here as to reaction in, for 
instance, France and Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Britain, Italy, and West Germany to 
yesterday's statement from Comrade Gorbachev, broadcast in "Vremya." 


The tone of initial reaction is positive. Also striking is the unusual promptness with 
which this time the masse media set about reporting this important event. Withdrawing 
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all medium-range missiles from Europe is the equivalent of taking the explosives out of 
detonators in the powerhouse. General Secretary Gorbachev has put forward a realistic 
program that has instantly gained the recognition of mankind, which is weary of living 
in fear of a nuclear catastrophe, pointed out an observer for Netherlands television. 


Moscow proposes to do away with the balance of terror, established on the scales of 
mutually assured nuclear destruction. But what is the reaction in the ruling circles 
of the West European countries? 


Thus far it has not been made clear. It should not be forgotten that today 
is Sunday when not only the doors of government establishments are closed, 
but so are those of the newspaper kiosks. 


Bogachev on ‘Discordant' French Statement 
LD021857 Moscow TASS in English 1841 GMT 2 Mar 87 
[Text] Moscow March 2 TASS — By TASS military writer Vladimir Bogachev: 


The proposal of General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee Mikhail Gorbachev on 
medium-range missiles evoked lively interest in the European capitals. FRG Foreign 
Minister Hans-Dietrich CGenscher said that it is “in keeping with the main wish of the 
FRG Government in disarmament sphere," That “the Soviet Union's readiness to start 
without delay talks on theatre missiles suits the FRG demands and the interests of 
European security". According to press reports, even the “chief Atlanticist", NATO 
Secretary General Lord Carrington described the Soviet initiative as a substantial step 
forward and confirmed that it was favourably received in the North Atlantic Alliance. 


A special statement of the French Foreign Ministry struck a discordant note to the 
response of other West European countries to the Soviet proposals. The statement, 
specifically, says, that in the opinion of France “the aim must be to avert the 
emergence of nuclear-free West Europe," (as if the Soviet Union ever proposed to West 
Europe to unilaterally eliminater its nuclear arms). 


Expressing dissatisfaction with the USSR's latest step toward the implementation of the 
program for a nuclear-free world, the French Foreign Ministry resorts to strange 
manipulations aimed at misrepresenting the essence of the Soviet Union's initiatives. 


Thus, virtually rejecting the Soviet proposal, a spokesman for the French Foreign 
Ministry, at the same time, puts forward France's “own" condition which is that the 
elimination of U.S. “Pershing” missiles and cruise missiles and SS-20 Soviet 
medium-range missiles in Europe must be accompanied by a “global agreement applying 
both to Europe and Asia". Meanwhile, it is declared unambiguously in Mikhail 
Gorbachev's statement that the elimination of the Soviet and U.S. medium-range missiles 
in Europe will be simultaneous with a cardinal reduction of the number of such Soviet 
and U.S. missiles to 100 warheads respectively, in Asia and in the United States 


national territory. 


The spokesman for the French Foreign Ministry pretends that the USSR proposes to put 
off the solution of the question of missiles of a smaller range to remote future and 
describes as “unsatisfactory” the version he invented himself. If he studied closer 
the text of the Soviet leader's statement, he would see that the USSR expresses the 
readiness to withdraw a longer-range theatre missiles from the GDR and Czechoslovakia 
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as soon as the agreement on the elimination of medium-range missiles of the USSR and 
USA in Europe is signed. As far as other theatre missiles are concerned, the USSR is 
prepared to embark on talks for their reduction and complete elilmination without delay. 


The stand of the spokesman for Quai d'Orsay on the question of medium-range missiles 
can hardly be determined only by the striving to be original and unorthodox. 


The statement of the French Foreign Ministry shows again the contradictoriness of 
public declarations of the Chirac government. In the opinion of many Soviet observers, 
some of these declarations pursue the aim of pleasing Washington, while others are 
aimed at justifying in the eyes of the world community the non-constructive stand of 
Paris on problems of war and peace. 


Meanwhile, “independence” of the French Armed Forces, the principles of “defence along 
all azimuths", France's special status in NATO that, it would seem, stems from its 
having quitted the military structure of the North Altantic bloc are recalled in France 
less and less often. France is ever firmer geared to the United States military 
chariot. It performs separate assignments now in the sphere of the production of 
neutron weapons and continued nuclear weapon testing, now in the sphere of talks on 
arms limitation and reduction. 


France Claims ‘Unanimity' 
LD041845 Moscow TASS in English 1734 GMT 4 Mar 87 


{Text} Paris March 4 TASS -- The perspective of elimination or a cut in the Soviet and 
American medium-range nuclear missiles in Europe “accords with the interests of France 
and peace", French President Francois Mitterrand said today. It was, as he put it, 
with “genuine interest" that he familiarised himself with Mikhail Gorbachev's recent 
proposals on that score. Newsmen were told about it by an official spokesman for the 
president's office, who summarised Francois Mitterrand's statement at the cabinet 
meeting. As the spokesman noted, the president had added that every cut in the 
intermediate nuclear force in Europe should be “balanced, simultaneous and verifiable." 


He also recalled his known stand, according to which the French nuclear force “ensuring 
France's security through deterrence can neither be equated with the intermediate 
nuclear force nor taken into account at the Soviet-American talks". In President 
Mitterrand's opinion, the spokesman for the presidential office said, "it is necessary 
to do everything so that Europe firmly asserts the unanimity of its views" on that 


issue. 


Prime Minister Jacques Chirac said in his turn that "all talks, that could lead to a 
cut in the Euromissiles, provided such a cut is balanced, simultaneous and verifiable, 
cannot meet with a negative reaction from us." This was disclosed in a statement to 
newsmen by a spokesman for the French Guvernment, who was speaking on the attitude of 
the country's leadership to the Soviet proposal on a cut in nuclear weapons. 


The spokesman for the French Government said that the stands of President Francois 
Mitterrand and Prime Minister Jacques Chirac on that issue are “fully concurrent." In 
particular as regards the fact that France “does not participate in these talks to the 
extent the inviolable principle of our diplomacy is in effect in that field: The 
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French nuclear deterrent force has a different character and a different meaning than 
the intermediate nuclear force”. In Jacques Chirac’s opinion, the spokesman added, the 
French nuclear deterrent force is the “central system designed to ensure the defence of 
our vital interests, and that is why it should be kept totally aside any talks on the 
intermediate nuclear force, i.e. Euromissiles". 


PCF Condemns Government Stand 


LD032255 Moscow TASS in English 2037 GMT 3 Mar 87 


[Text] Paris March 3 TASS — The new Soviet proposal aimed at an early elimination of 
Soviet and U.S. medium-range nuclear missiles in Europe is of extreme importance, says 
a statement of the Political Bureau of the French Communist Party circulated here 
today. This initiative confirms again the Soviet Union's resolve to wage the struggle 
for a nuclear-free world, the document says. The French Communist Party supports this 
proposal which meets with broad response of international public, is in keeping with 
the aspirations of peace forces, the statement says. The Political Bureau of the 
French Communist Party condemned the stand of the French Government which actually 


rejected the Soviet proposal. 


UK Press, Public Comment 


LDO11910 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1730 GMT 1 Mar 87 


[Text] Our correspondent Vsevolod Shishkovskiy reports from London: 


[Shishkovskiy] The first commentaries on Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev's statement 
emerged as early as yesterday in Great Britain. All the evening news bulletins on 
television and radio opened with these. Political observer John Snow, reporting the 
new Soviet peace initiative, described it as a magnanimous step ensuring Europe's 
complete liberation from nuclear weapons. Most of the commentaries in today's British 
newspapers, which got frontpage coverage, evaluate it in the same way. Reporting the 
Soviet leader's statement in detail, the commentaries stress that the Soviet initiative 
opens up a real opportunity for an urgent solution to the problem of medium-range 
missiles in Europe. It is also emphasized that there is not just a basis for such a 
step, but also what amounts to a ready agreement, established in Reykjavik. 


The Foreign Office has announced that the British Government is now studying the text 
of Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev's statement with great attention and interest, and in 
the mext few days will give an official response to it. 


As for the progressive British public, it evaluates the new Soviet peace initiative as 
an exceptionally important step toward preventing the danger of a thermonuclear 
catastrophe. The Soviet leader's statement, said Gordon Schaffer, chairman of the 
British Committee for European security and Cooperation and International Lenin Prize 
winner, is fresh evidence of the Soviet Union's firm aspiration to achieve the security 
of the globe and bring about the implementation of the program for a nuclear-free world 


which it has put forward. 
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UK's Kinnock on ‘Opportunity' 
LDO12210 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 2147 GMT 1 Mar 87 


[Text] London, 2 Mar (TASS)—-Neil Kinnock, leader of the British Labor 
Party has evaluated the major new Soviet foreign policy peace initiatives 
as a basis for making it possible to take a significant step forward in 
the sphere of reducing nuclear weapons. 


In a statement made yesterday evening [1 March], he noted that the latest proposals by 
the Scviet Union expounded in the statement of M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee, represent an opportunity to purge Europe of medium-range 
nuclear wissiles and tactical nuclear weapons. Every political leader of the European 
continent, including British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, Neil Kinnock pointed 
out, should strive actively to ensure that this opportunity becomes a reality. 


UK's Healey: Obstacle Removed 


PMO31209 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 2 Mar 87 First Edition p 5 


["“Own correspondent™ dispatch under general heading “An Important New Soviet 
Initiative. International Reactions to M.S. Gorbachev's Statement”) 


{Text} Last Obstacle Removed [subhead!] 


London, 1 Mar — M.S. Gorbachev's statement removes the last obstacle to a speedy 
conclusion of an agreement on the elimination of all medium-range nuclear missiles in 
Europe, D. Healey, foreign secretary in the Labor Shadow cabinet, told the PRAVDA 


correspondent. 


In recent times, D. Healey noted, British Labor Party leaders repeatedly have appealed 
to the USSR Government to separate the medium-range missile agreement from the other 
components of the Reykjavik package and reaffirm the promise given by the Warsaw Pact 
countries last June on the withdrawal of operational-tactical missiles deployed in the 
GDR and Czechoslovakia in response to the deployment of U.S. Pershing-2 and cruise 
missiles. 


Now, Healey said, the way has been cleared for the speedy conclusion of an agreement 
which will rid Europe of the most destructive types of nuclear weapons and open up the 
prospect of further talks on the elimination of other types of nuclear weapons from our 


continent. 


In his speech at the Moscow forum “For a Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of 
Rumanity,” M.S. Gorbachev put forward the idea of creating a security system in Europe 
based on purely defensive priciples, ruling out the use of nuclear or any other types 
of offensive arms, D. Healey went on, saying that this idea was supported in the 
speeches of a number of West European politicians, including FRG Foreign Minister 
Genscher. If British Prime Minister Thatcher followed this example and used our 
country's prestige in support of the ideas that have been put forward, then the United 
States and other members of the Western alliance would have no choice but to follow 
suit. This would pave Europe's way to the kind of real security it has not known since 


the end of World War II. 
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Bogachev on UK Equivocation 
LDO41814 Moscow TASS in English 1757 GMT 4 Mar 87 
(“Truly Balanced Approach Is Needed"--TASS headline] 


[Text] Moscow, 4 March (TASS)-—-TASS military writer Vladimir Bogachev: 


British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher has made several statements in succession, 
evaluating the latest Soviet initiatives on medium-range missiles. The London press 
has characterized these statements of the British head of government as a positive and 
balanced reaction to Mikhail Gorbachev's proposal. 


The British journalists call this reaction positive undoubtedly because Thatcher 
characterized the Soviet leader's initiative as a good step forward and balanced 
because the British premier did not miss the chance of reaffirming her commitment to 
the American “Star Wars” program. 


It seems, however, that the list of issues which, according to Margaret Thatcher, are 
yet to be agreed in the context of the Soviet proposal is not quite balanced. The 
British premier is satisfied with the Soviet Union's suggestion that the problem of 
medium-range missiles be detached from the complex of other arms control and 
disarmament questions but immediately demands that a new “NATO package” be formed, 
which would include, in addition to medium-range missiles, conventional armed forces 
and armaments, chemical weapons, etc. Meanwhile, she knows full well that the USSR has 
long tabled proposals on these matters. If the NATO members displayed goodwill, these 
problems could be resolved without any prejudice to the security of any country. 


Discussing medium-range missiles in Reykjavik, the Soviet Union agreed to leave aside 
the British and French nuclear forces, and it was a large concession on the party of 
the USSR: Those two countries are U.S. allies and their activities are closely 
concerted without the NATO framework. 


Britain and France continue intensively to escalate their nuclear missile arsenals. 
Britain recently deployed on its submarines 64 new Chevaline A3-TK missiles, each 
capable of delivering up to 6 precision warheads over longer distances. In the 
mid-1990s, Britain is planning to fit out its submarine fleet with American Trident-2 
missiles, which can be used to deliver a first nuclear strike against missile silos. 
According to the Stockholm-based International Peace Reserch Institute, 30 British 
Buccaneer, 180 Tornado and 30 sea Harrior planes carry nuclear weapons. 


Britain has 120 helicopters with nuclear depth charges and London is planning to deploy 
new nuclear-capable Tornado planes in West Germany. 


One American journalist remarked that if Britain's nuclear force was a joke, that joke 
was becoming less and less funny. 


Is not it time for the British Government to take ite first goodwill step on arms 
control and show restraint in building up its nuclear arms arsenal instead of tying 
problems into new “packages.” 
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Sweden Sees Source of Hope 


LD020940 Moscow TASS in English 0800 GMT 2 Mar 87 


[Text] Stockholm March 2 TASS — Swedish Prime Minister Ingvar Carlsson spoke highly of 
the fresh Soviet peace initiative that an agreement be immediately concluded on 
eliminating American and Soviet medium-range missiles in Europe which was set forth by 
Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee. 


Speaking at a rally at Linkoeping University held on Sunday in tribute to the memory of 
Swedish Prime Minister Olof Palme, he pointed out that this Soviet step is a source of 
hoor a resolute turnabout. I hope that this can lead to a specific dialogue between 
inn 9 and the USA and above all to specific results, the Swedish prime minister 
6 ° 


Praise From Belgium's Tindemans 
LD022052 Moscow TASS in English 1143 GMT 2 Mar 87 


[Text] Brussels March 2 TASS — Belgian Foreign Affairs Minister Leo Tindemans 
described as positive Mikhail Gorbachev's proposals on medium-range missiles in Europe. 


Speaking over Belgian television on Sunday he said that the Soviet-American summit 
meeting in Iceland had nearly produced an agreement on eliminating medium-range 
missiles in Europe. it is, therefore, only logical that that problem should be singled 
out of the whole package at the talks to be considered separately. As soon as the 
Soviet proposal was officially tabled at Geneva talks the latter would automatically 
assume a new dimension. 


The Belgian foreign minister said that if the Soviet proposals were endorsed and 
produced concrete results the attitude of Western Europe to the U.S. SDI programme 
would radically change. 


Leo Tindemans rejected allegations by the NATO supreme commander in Europe, U.S. 
General Bernard Rogers, who said that the removal of medium-range missiles from Europe 
did not meet the interests of the West. The minister called the Soviet initiative 
far-going. He said that if the Soviet proposals was accepted now an agreement could be 
soon reached on both medium-range and operational-tactical missiles and even on 
conventional weapons. 


“If I understood Mikhail Gorbachev's statement right, he proposes to eliminate all 
medium-range weapons in a five year period. This means that no one should increase the 


number of missiles already deployed. If the agreement on Soviet proposal is reached 
before 1988 additional 32 missiles will not be stationed,” Leo Tindemans said in 


conclusion. 
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FRG Welcomes Initiative 


PMO41031 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 2 Mar 87 First Edition p 5 


[Own correspondent Yu. Yakhontov dispatch under general headline “An Important New 
Soviet Initiative. International Reactions to M.S. Gorbachev's Statement”] 


[Text] The Initial Reaction in Bonn [subhead] 


Bonn, | Mar — The FRG Government reacted with unusual and uncharacteristic speed to 
M.S. Gorbachev's statement on Saturday evening, which, moreover, was a festival night 
(the Spring carnival is underway on the Rhine). Literally less than an hour after the 
news of the new Soviet initiatives had been received, an official spokesman of the FRG 
Government declared that the cabinet welcomed the USSR proposals for the elimination of 
medium-range missiles. He said that the FRG Government is hoping that the USSR and the 
United States will get down to talks soon. 


West German radio and television broadcast the news of the new Soviet proposals 
throughout the country. Today, too, from early morning onward, radio and television 
news bulletins have, as a rule, opened with reports from Moscow. 


Only a few newspapers are published in the FRG om Sunday. I have in front of me BILD 
SONNTAG, whose circulation runs into millions. right at the top it carries a banner 
headline: “Gorbachev Proposes: Missiles out of Europe!" And the newspaper continues 
in bold print: “A new sensational proposal from M.S. Gorbachev — he is prepared to 
remove all Soviet medium-range missiles from Europe provided the Americans remove 
theirs.” Briefly explaining the essence of the new Soviet initiatives, the newspaper 
notes that the Soviet leader has called on the United States to give a swift and 


positive response. 


WELT AM SONNTAG front-pages the news from Moscow. It highlights the passage in the 
statement which says that the USSR has decided to “untie” the package of disarmament 
proposals and to no longer link the question of the elimination of medium-range 
missiles in Europe with the U.S. stance on SDI. The newspaper carries a detailed 
summary of the statement, quoting its individual propositions. 


The newspapers also report in detail the FRG Government statement, which says in part 
that “ensuring that European security interests are fully taken into account is of 
decisive importance” for the government. Soviet readiness to open talks on 
operational-tactical missiles is welcomed in particular. This also “accords with the 
wishes of the Bonn government.” The Cologne newspaper SONNTAG EXPRESS also reports the 
Soviet statement as a major event. 


"I approve of your new initiative,” said Peter Schmits, a cashier at a Frankfurt bank, 
who had arrived in Bonn and was reading the report at one of the stations’ newstands. 
"Your proposals must defuse the tense situation in Europe. I can barely imagine that 
we will no longer have the Pershing-2 and cruise missiles here. 


“I am only afraid of one thing, you know,” Schmitz went on, “namely that Washington 
might come up with some kind of reservation, some kind of proviso; after all, it has 
happened many times before. You only had to suggest a compromise and new demands were 
put forward. Do not think that I an a pessimist; I simply am no longer young enough to 
be an enthusasitc optimist. Nonetheless, I am hoping that this great cause will be 
crowned with success." 
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FRG Government ‘Satisfaction’ 


LDO10710 Moscow TASS in English 0533 GMT 1 Mar 87 


{Text} Bonm March 1 TASS — The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany “is 
expressing its satisfaction with the proposal made by Mikhail Gorbachev, general 
secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, on 
concluding a separate agreement with the United States with a view to eliminating 
medium-range missiles in Europe,” Friedhelm Ost, a spokesmen for the FRC's Government, 


stated last night. 


The FRG’s Government, “which attaches special importance to European security issues,” 
the spokesman pointed out, is expressing hope that the United States and the Soviet 
Union will reach an appropriate agreement as soon as possible. 


A communique read by Friedhelm Ost emphasises that the Government of the FRG welcomes 
the Soviet Union's readiness to conduct talks on other aspects of disarmament in Europe. 


Genscher Supports Initiative 


LDO11904 Moscow TASS in English 1823 GMT 1 Mar 87 


{Text} Bonn March 1 TASS — The proposal to conclude a separate agreement on 
medium-range missiles in Europe, advanced by General Secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee Mikhail Gorbachev, cleared the way for reaching agreement on the complete 
elimination and destruction of all Soviet and American medium-range nuclear missiles, 
FRG Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher said here today. This also meets the 
aspirations of the FRG Government, he said. 


The Soviet Union's readiness to embark subsequently on talks on theatre missiles meets 
the interests of European security, he went on. It can be hoped that this will have a 
positive effect also on talks on other aspects of disarmament. The FRC Government will 
be contributing to this, the minister said. Its striving for a broadest of cooperation 
and intensive dialogue with the Soviet Union will be promoting a successful course of 
the talks om disarmament. The FRG Government also hopes that the existing agreements 
in the sphere of arms limitation will be observed. 


Canada’s Clark ‘Acclaims’ Proposal 


LD020658 Moscow TASS in English 0635 GMT 2 Mar 87 


[Text] Ottawa March 2 TASS — Canadian Foreign Minister Joseph Clark acclaimes the 
proposal contained in the statement by Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU 
Central committee. To single out the issue of medium-range missiles in Europe and to 
conclude immediately a separate agreement on it. <A statement by the minister 
ciruclated on Sunday contains a call on the Soviet Union and the USA to conduct 
negotiations on this proposal in a “constructive spirit". In Clark's opinion, the 
achievement of an agreement without delay on Euro-missiles and the revival of the 
process of top-level meetings would help improve East-West relations and would give an 
important impetus to other arms control negotiations. 
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XINHUA Reports Proposal 


LDO11949 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 1545 GMT 1 Mar 87 


[Excerpt] Moscow, 1 Mar — [passage omitted] Beijing — Im a report from Moscow, the 
XINHUA agency says: “The Soviet Union has proposed to the United States that «4 
separate agreement be concluded on eliminating medium-range missiles in Europe. Moscow 
is willing to take the problem of medius-range missiles in Europe out of the package of 
issues and conclude a separate agreement on it, and it is prepared to do this without 
delay. The USSR is also willing to start talks immediately with the object of reducing 


and eliminating completely other missiles for operational-tactical purposes.” 


/12858 
CSO: 5200/1323 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANCE NUCLEAR FORCES 


USSR: COMMENTARIES ON SIGNIFICANCE OF GORBACHEV OFFER 
NST Plenary Session 


LDO21002 Moscow TASS in English 0957 GMT 2 Mar 87 


[Text] Geneva March 2 TASS — Delegations from the Soviet Union and the United States 
held a plenary meeting bere today at the Soviet-American talks on nuclear and space 


arms at the Soviet side's suggestion. 


At the meeting, the Soviet delegation, acting in keeping with Mikhail Gorbachev's 
statement of February 28, 1987, tabled proposals providing for the taking of the 
problem of eliminating medium-range missiles in Europe from the package of issues and 
for the immediate conclusion of a separate agreement on this matter. 


Moscow TV: New Opportunity 
LDO12222 Moscow Television Service in Russian 1500 GMT 1 Mar 87 


[From the “International Panorama” program presented by Tomas Kolesnichenko| 


[Text] Hello comrades. Today is the ist day of spring according to the calendar, and 
correspondingly, one would wish to get into the right mood. There is now every reason 
for this by the way. 


Yesterday, a new major Soviet foreign policy initiative was made public 
which will take the whole disarmament process, and the Soviet-U.S. talks 
in Geneva out of a stalemate into which these talks and this process had 
fallen as a result of the U.S. obstructionist policy. 


The Soviet Union proposes to separate the problem of medium medium-range missiles in 
Europe from a package of issues, to make separate agreements on this and to do so 
without delay. For such a step there exists not simply the foundation of an accord, 
but an accord that is in fact ready. You will recall in Reykjavik we put these 
proposals forward in a package and an accord was reached on this. After Reykjavik, the 
U.S. Administration asserted the Soviet Union allegedly linked the resolution of all 
disarmament problems in a single package and for this reason, it was said, there was nc 
progress in this direction. Now, such a premise does not exist. The opportunity 
exists to rid our common European home within a very short period of time of a 
significant portion of its nuclear burden. 








The assurance has frequently been given in the West that the issue is only about taking 
the issue of medium-range missiles out of the Reykjavik package. Well, it now remains 
to be proven that this is indeed the case and support the Soviet initiatives. It is 
most important that this historical opportunity not be allowed to slip. 


Yes, spring has arrived, however, a true springtime warming in the international 
situation, unfortunately, does not yet exist. Those same forces attempt to disrupt our 
plans, to heap up new obstructions in the peth of weakening international tension. Our 
reply is clear: We will advance and will, at the same time, strengthen our defense 


capability. 


Last week, a nuclear explosion was conducted in our country. This step, you 
understand, was made compulsory but mot necessary. For 17 and 1/2 months our nuclear 
test sites had remained silent. Fiwe times, five, we extended the moratorium. The 
United States responded with 26 explosions in Nevada. It was of course impossible tc 
continue endlessly in this fashion. We are keeping open, and will continue to keep 
open all doors for honest steps to limit and reduce armaments, as is testified by our 
latest initiative. We are prepared to make this particular auclear explosion the last 
ome if, in its turn, the United States ends nuclear tests. 


Statement by CD Delegate 


LDO31342 Moscow TASS in English 1314 GMT 3 Mar 87 


[Text] Geneva March 3 TASS — The text of the statement made by Mikhail Gorbachev, 
general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, with the Soviet Union's proposal for 
detaching the problem of medium-range missiles in Europe from the other arms control 
and disarmament issues and concluding a separate agreement on it has been released at 
the disarmament conference as an official document today. 


Addressing a plenary meeting, the leader of the Soviet delegation, Yuriy Nazarkin, said 
that that new initiative constituted another major step towards the fulfilment of a 
program for a nuclear-free world. 


Criticising the concept of nuclear deterrence, which is being upheld by some Western 
countries, the Soviet delegate noted that it led to the escalation and improvement of 
nuclear weapons, which meant the further arms race. To reconcile oneself with this 
would mean voluntarily to doom humanity as a whole to imminent peril. The fulfilment 
of the SDI program is fraught with even greater dangers: Whatever “defensive” labels 
are pinned on it, it is intended to tip the balance of forces in favour of the U.S. 


A new building of international security can be erected and cemented only on trust, 
Yuriy Nazarkin said in conclusion. But it would be wrong to phrase the problem as 
follows: trust before everything else, including disarmament. The Soviet Union 
advocates a different road: to trust through joint actions, and its latest IMF [as 
received] proposal is proof positive of this approach. 


The latest Soviet iritiative was hailed by the leader of the GDR delegation, Harald 
Rose, who stressed that it was paving the way to the creation of a nuclear-free Europe, 
reductions in the nuclear arms arsenals and eventually a nuclear weapon-free world. 


The positive character of the Soviet proposel was also noted by U.S. delegate Linn 
Hansen. He said that the United States aleo wanted real progress and planned shortly 
to submit to the Soviet side the terms of a treaty on medium-range missiles. 
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PRAVDA: ‘Historic Chance’ Offered 


PMO21930 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 3 Mar 87 First Edition p 1 


{Editorial: “Historic Chance Not To Be Missed. Our Country's Important New 
Initiative"] 


[Text] On 28 February a statement by M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU 
Central Committee, was made public announcing that the Soviet Union is offering to 
single out the problem of medium-range missiles in Europe from the complex of issues, 
to conclude a separate agreement on it, and to do so immediately. This decision is yet 
another major step toward implementing the Soviet program for a nculear-free world put 
forward at the beginning of last year. 


The peoples of the world are experiencing a crucial period in their development. The 
mind of man has made a great discovery -- the atom has begun to serve society. There 
are still forces in the world that would like to turn this discovery against mankind. 
Madmen in the imperialist camp are nurturing plans for vwnleashing nuclear war. 
Moreover, by expediting the creation [sozdaniye] of components of space strike weapons, 
they would also like to turn outer space into an arena for nuclear war. 


Common sense refuses to tolerate this prospect or to accept the logic of mankind's 
suicide. The CPSU and the Soviet state, which operate in close alliance with the 
fraternal parties and the socialist community countries, most fully reflect in their 
policy the peoples’ desire for peace and progress. 


On 15 January 1986 the Soviet Union presented mankind with a document of historic 
importance — a realistic and specific program for the phased elimination of nuclear 
weapons and other means of mass destruction. The CPSU and the Soviet state are firmly 
convinced that in the nuclear missile age questions of the security of states and 
peoples must be raised in a fundamentally different way from before. Nowadays you 
cannot attempt to ensure your own security at the expense of others. The new political 
thinking leads to the only correct conclusion: In our time the security of the planet 
and the survival of mankind can be ensured only through the joint efforts of all states 
and peoples. True security is now achieved not by weapons but by political means. 


Step by step the Soviet Union, supported by other peace-loving countries and the forces 
of reason and good will in the world, is paving the way for building a nuclear-free and 
nonviolent world. Our country tirelessly puts forward new peace initiatives, 
encapsulating in them the peoples’ peace-loving aspirations. 


The basis exists for implementing the step that has now been announced by the general 
secretary of the CPSU Central Committee. Back at the Soviet-U.S. summit in Reykjavik 
virtual agreement was reached on the question of medium-range missiles in Europe. It 
was agreed that over the next 5 years the Soviet Union and the United States would 
eliminate all their medium-range missiles in Europe. It was agreed that over the same 
period the number of Soviet missiles of this class in the Asian part of our country's 
territory would be reduced to 100 warheads on the understanding that the United States 
could keep a similar number of medium-range missile warheads on its national territory. 


As soon as an agreement on eliminating Soviet and U.S. medium-range missiles in Europe 


is signed, the USSR is prepared to withdraw from the GDR and the CSSR, by egreement 
with those countries’ governments, the enhanced-range operational-tectical missiles 
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deployed there was a countermeasure to the deployment of the U.S. Pershing-2 and cruise 
missiles in West Europe. As for the other operational-tactical missiles, the USSR is 
prepared to immediately embark on talks with the aim of reducing and totally 
eliminating them. The USSR is placing appropriate proposals on the negotiating table 
at the Geneva talks with the United States on nuclear and space arms. 


While it is singling out the problem of medium-range missiles in Europe, the Soviet 
Government still regards it as an extremely important matter to reach an agreesent on 
substantially Limiting and then eliminating strategic arms in organic interconnection 
with a decision on not allowing the deployment of weapons in space. 


As is well knowr, the Geneva talks are effectively marking time. There is just one 
reason for this: The U.S. Administration has retreated from what was achieved in 
Reykjavik. The accords on the whole range of questions discussed in the Icelandic 
capital are being sabotaged. [paragraph continues] 


What are prevailing are narrow egotistical interests, a refusal to abandon 
the gamble on military technical superiority, and illusory hopes of 
dashing ahead, primarily via space, which is what Washington's notorious 
“broad interpretation" of the ABM Treaty is designed to assist. 


Some people are attempting to pin the responsibility for the existing situation at the 
talks on the Soviet Union, claiming the talks would get moving if the USSR singled out 
the question of medium-range missles from the package of proposals submitted in 
Reykjavik. For the sake of the noble cause of nuclear disarmament, the Soviet Union 
has done this. The ball is in the U.S. court, and the U.S. court alone. 


There is a real opportunity to rapidly free our European home from a considerable 
proportion of its nuclear burden. The realization of this opportunity would mean a 
real and major step toward the subsequent complete liberation of Europe from nuclear 
arms. 


The world can see that the CPSU and the Soviet state are guided by the consciousness of 
lofty responsibility to mankind. The USSR persistently seeks mutually acceptable 
solutions in the interests of building a nuclear-free world. The foreign policy course 
formulated by the 27th party congress is being consistently implemented. 


The nuclear militarists and the military-industrial complex are trying to 
assure the peoples that nuclear disarmament is infeasible. Not true! The 
talks in Reykjavik showed nuclear disarmament is a realistic matter. In 

the Icelandic capital the parties to the talks were virtually just a step 
away from agreement on a whole range of decisions that, taken together, 
would have meant a deep breakthrough in the front of the nuclear danger. 
"This," the statement by the general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee 
says, “is the greatness and the tragedy of Reykjavik. Its greatness because 
an attainable prospect of a nuclear-free world opened up. Its tragedy 
because powerful forces opposed the agreements, remaining captive to 
strong-arm nuclear thinking.” 
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The tragic aspect of Reykjavik can and must end. The highest interests of mankind 
imperatively demand this. The recent internal forum in Moscow showed the peoples’ 
strengthening desire to free the planet from the nuclear burden. 


The large-scale new initiative launched by our country is approved and supported by the 
Soviet people. It is meeting with a broad positive response among the peoples of 
Europe and other continents, who see it as yet another act of good will by the Soviet 
Union. 


There is an historic chance to solve the problem of nuclear disarmament. This chance 
must not be missed! 


Test of U.S. Sincerity 
PMO31341 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 3 Mar 87 Morning Edition p 1 
[Editorial: "Historic Chance"] 


[Text] Moscow again. Another constructive use of new political thinking 

intended to raise civilization to a qualitatively higher level. 

All mankind — on every meridian and parallel, especially in Europe, from the Atlantic 
to the Urals — is discussing and commenting on the statement by M.S. Gorbachev, 
general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, published on the last day of winter, 
28 February. It says that, after examining the complex of issues relating to 
implementation of the program for a nuclear-free world, the CPSU Central Committee 
Politburo has decided to take another major step in this direction. 


What is the essence of this major step? The aim is to develop the greatness of 
Reykjavik and translate it into practical action, and also to minimize its tragedy; it 
is also to prove once again, in practice, that Reykjavik was not e# failure but a 
breakthrough, that it was not just exploratory [prokhodnoy] talks but a moment of truth 
when great prospects opened up for embarking on the road to a nuclear-free world. Now 
for the specifics: 


The Soviet Union proposes singling out the problem of medium-range missiles in Europe 
from the complex of issues and concluding a separate agreement on it, and doing so 
without delay. Not only the basis for this step exists but, to all intents and 
purposes, a ready-made accord. It was agreed in Reykjavik that the USSR and the United 
States would eliminate all their medium-range missiles in Europe over the next 5 
years. Over the same period the number of Soviet missiles of this class would be 
reduced to 100 warheads in the Asian part of our territory, on the understanding that 
the United States could keep the same number of medium-range missile warheads on its 
own national territory. 


As soon as an agreement is signed on eliminating Soviet and U.S. medium-range missiles 
in Europe, the USSR will withdraw from the GDR and the CSSR, by agreement with the 
governments of these countries, the enhanced-range operational-tactical missiles 
deployed there as a countermeasure to the deployment of Pershing-2s and cruise missiles 
in Western Europe. With regard to other operational-—tactical missiles, we are prepared 
to immediately begin talks aimed at reducing and totally eliminating these missiles. 
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These are the proposals the Soviet Union is putting on the negotiating table at the 
talks with the United States in Geneva. The impurtance of these proposals is obviously 
tremendous. They open up a real opportunity to free our common European home from a 
considerable part of its nuclear burden. This would be a real, major step toward 
completely freeing Europe from nuclear weapons. The European peoples are particularly 
close to one another because of the colossal ordeals that have fallen on them. It is 
enough to recall the two world wars which came to a head and raged mainly on the 
European Continent. That is why today the broad European public sincerely welcomes the 
new Soviet initiative — the fruit of new political thinking. One of the 
characteristic and, what is more, fundamental features of this thinking is the ability 
to listen to the public's voice, to understand the concerns and interests of other 
peoples, and not to isolate one's own security from the security of one's neighbors in 
our interdependent world. Moscow has listened very carefully and acted in accordance 
with people's innermost aspirations and the urgent demands of the time. 


Reykjavik showed that nuclear disarmament is a totally realistic policy. Im Reykjavik 
the participants in the Soviet-U.S. summit meeting were literally just a step away from 
an accord on a whole range of decisions which, in total, would have signified a 
profound breakthrough in the front of nuclear danger. This did not happen, and 
everyone knows who is to blame for this. The complex of proposals encompassing 
strategic offensive weapons, medium-range missiles, space weapons, and nuclear tests is 
being sabotaged by Washington. People on the Potomac do not wish to give up their 
gamble on military-technological superiority or their illusory hopes of dashing ahead 
— via space, if mot on earth. Instead of deep reflection, they are resorting to the 
"broad interpretation" of existing accords which contain the nuclear arms race to a 


certain extent. 


This is the strategy of those who have backed away from Reykjavik. Their tactics 
amount to artless attempts to lay the blame at another's door. In particular, they 
cite the fact the Soviet Union insists on resolving the complex of problems discussed 
in the Icelandic capital as a package. So if the Soviet Union were to single out the 
question of medium-range missiles from the Reykjavik package, reaching an agreement on 
eliminating these missles in Europe would present no particular difficulty, those 
across the ocean claim and even assure people. Fine. The statement by the general 
secretary of the CPSU Central Committee makes provision for precisely this. So 
Washington has now been given a good opportunity to prove in practice its good will, 
the seriousness of its intentions, and its sincerity. 


It goes without saying that while singling out the problem of medium-range missiles in 
Europe, the Soviet Union still considers it very important to reach an agreement on 
substantially limiting and then eliminating strategic weapons. Naturally, the 
conclusion of such an agreement, and this has been repeatedly stressed by the Soviet 
leadership, must be made conditional upon a decision on preventing the deployment of 
weapons in space, because these issues are organically interconnected. 


The nature of the times in which we live is truly critical. The contradiction between 
war and peace and between the existence and extinction of civilization dominates all 
human affairs, especially in international politics. The new thinking, common sense, 
and, finally, the survival instinct reflect the determination of the human race to 
resolve this contradiction in time and to the benefit of peace. The international 
forum “For a Nuclear-free World, for the Survival of Humanity” held recently in Moscow 
once again demonstrated this determination and, at the same time, the expectations, 
concerns, and intense striving of eminent representatives of science, culture, 
politics, and religion in connection with this great contradiction of the nuclear age. 
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The Soviet Union's new initiative is in many respects a response to these expectations, 
concerns, and strivings. The Soviet Union has once again demonstrated its will and 
determination — despite all the difficulties and artificial obstructions -- to resolve 
the problem of nuclear disarmament. The world has once again seen for itself how the 
problems of our country set itself in its domestic policy and the problems which must 
be resolved in the international arena merge into one indissoluble whole. The tasks of 
accelerating and restructuring socialist society, preventing a nuclear catastrophe, 
demilitarizing the world, and humanizing international relations form the linchpin of 
our party's strategic course. That is why the words “restructuring” and “openness” are 
now regarded abroad as synonyms for the words “progress" and “peace.” 


The new initiative, which is oriented toward completely freeing Europe from nuclear 
weapons, offers another historic chance to the peoples of this continent that has 
suffered much and to all mankind to curb the nuclear apocalypse and take an important 
step toward a world free from wars atd weapons. This chance cannot, must not be missed! 


Dobrynin Meets Sen Pryor 


LD031925 Moscow TASS in English 1910 GMT 3 Mar 87 


[Text] Moscow March 3 TASS — Anatoliy Dobrynin, secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee, had a meeting with a delegation of American politicians, businessmen and 
public figures led by Senator David Pryor. 


The members of the American delegation expressed satisfaction at the chance tlwy 
received to see for themselves wide-scale changes taking place in the Soviet Union in 
the political, social, economic and public spheres. 


They noted that lately the interest in the life of the Soviet Union has grows 
tremendously in the U.S. and that there was a growing awareness of the possibility fo: 
improving relations between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. and for creating conditions for 
the development of trust and mutual understanding between the people in both countries. 


In that context they set forth their considerations concerning the existing rescives 
for making headway along these lines and expressed the hope for the development of 
Soviet-American cooperation in many fields. 


Issues central to Soviet-American relations were discussed from the position of 
constructive interest, primarily, the vital need of an active search for agreements on 
the substance of the problems raised in Reykjavik. 


Special emphasis was made on the principled importance of the new peace initiative sc! 
forth by Mikhail Gorbachev in his recent statement — to conclude without delay 
Soviet-American agreement on the elimination of medium-range missiles in Europe. Broad 
sections of the American public link no small hopes with it. At that point the 
American side expressed good wishes to be conveyed to the general secretary of the CPSs! 
Central Committee. 


The meeting passed in a business-like and well-wishing atmosphere. 
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‘Graphic’ New Thinking 


PMO041055 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 4 Mar 87 First Edition p 3 


{Article by Captain First Rank V. Kuzar under the “Observer's Opinion” rubric: 
"Decision cof Fundamental Importance”) 


{Text] “Breathtaking proposal...” Favorable prerequisites..." Very important peace 
challenge to the West..." That is the progressive public's reaction to the statement 
by M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Cormittee, setting forth the 
new Soviet initiative. To judge by the responses from the miss media, it has left no 
one in the world indifferent. That is no accident. 


The Soviet Union's decision of fundamental importance consists in highlighting the 
problem of eliminating medium-range missiles in Europe from the package of questions 
which are being examined at the Geneva talks and immediately concluding a separate 
agreement on this problem. What should I like to note in this regard? First of all 
that already there is virtually an agreement for this step. At the Soviet-U.S. meeting 
in Reykjavik the sides agreed the USSR and the United States would completely eliminate 
all their medium-range missiles in Europe and drastically reduce these missiles — to 
100 warheads — in the Asian part of our country and to the same number on the United 
States’ national territory. 


As soon as an agreement is signed on the elimination of Soviet and U.S. medium-range 
missiles in Europe, the USSR will withdraw its enhanced-range operational-tactical 
missiles from the GDR and the CSSR by agreement with these countries’ governments. Our 
country is also prepared to embark immediately on talks on operational-tactical 
missiles with a view to reducing and totally eliminating then. 


The Soviet Union has thus taken a major new step on the historic path begun by the 
Soviet-U.S. talks in the Icelandic capital. For all people of good will Reykjavik has 
become a moment of truth, a breakthrough to a world free of nuclear weapons. That is 
what would happen if the U.S. leadership had not stopped, had not gone into reverse. 
Reykjavik continues to live and to win the minds of ever new people. It is in vain 
that the enemies of nuclear disarmament are making efforts to try to prove these were 
ordinary talks which ended in failure. 


The USSR's new initiative is graphic evidence of the Soviet leadership's new 
political thinking--Thinking which gives a clear and precise answer to the 
burning questions of the present day and the only correct decision in line 
with the urgent requirement of the time. The Soviet proposals are dictated 
by the interests of the security of our country and of our allies and by the 
desire to free our common European home of cumbersome nuclear arsenals. 


In putting forward the new initiative the Soviet leadership also considered the fact 
that the West has frequently stressed its readiness, if the Soviet Union removes the 
medium-range missiles question from the Reykjavik package, to immediately conclude a 
corresponding agreement. This opportunity has now been offered. Our country is 
waiting for the people across the ocean to take advantage of this change and to prove 
their words do not deviate from their deeds. 


67 











It should be noted that Washington's first reaction, albeit restrained, was as 4 whole 
positive. Pell, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, spoke of the broad 
opportunities opening up for talks. Senators (Stiven) and Lugar spoke from optimistic 
positions. Representatives of the ruling circles of a number of West European 
countries also expressed their attitude toward the Soviet proposal. In particular the 
capitals of the FRG, Belgium, and Denmark assessed it as an important step forward. 
The British newspaper THE GUARDIAN stressed that the Soviet Union's proposal “opens the 
way for the biggest breakthrough in arms control since the heyday of detente in the 


early seventies.” 


Those who are reluctant to renounce the gamble on military superiority 

and the illusory calculations of reversing the course of history, those 

who see Europe fenced in by nuclear missiles, have also shown themselves. 

It is obviously with their permission that items have appeared in the press 
expressing fears that the U.S. missiles may be removed from Europe. After 
all the Europeans would then allegedly be defenseless in the face of 
“Soviet superiority in conventional armaments." Other fabrications are also 
being disseminated. 


Well, this is mot the first time something of the kind has been observed, especially 
when there is nothing of substance to object or respond to. It is also opportune to 
think of time. It does not wait. Every new day brings evidence of the actions of the 
nuclear militarists seeking to turn space into a “Star Wars” arena and thus place 
mankind on the brink of catastrophe. 


The specific Soviet proposal for the elimination of medium-range missiles in Europe was 
put on the Geneva conference table 2 March. There is a unique opportunity to ensure 
that Europe ceases tc be seen as a potential theater of nuclear war. A situation has 
been created in which it is possible to embark immediately on the reduction and then 
the total elimination of nuclear weapons on the planet. 


"To Get Out of Cul-de-Sac" 


DWO42359 Hamburg ARD Television Network in German 2055 GMT 4 Mar 87 


{Interview in Moscow with Vladimir Zagladin, member of the CPSU Central Committee, by 
correspondent Lutz Lehmann on the “Brennpunkt"” program — Zagladin responds in German 
— in Moscow, date not given, recorded) 


[Text] [Lehmann] Why did the secretary general untie the Reykjavik negotiating 
package just now? 


[Zagladin] Well, we have pondered auch following the forum. Everything said there was 
reflected by us very, very profoundly. We had other talks, with statesmen and with 
representatives of the public, first with European interlocutors. We then considered 
everything we had heard before; that was the first thing we did. Secondly, we noticed 
in Geneva that we were very close to a cul-de-sac once again. We wanted to get out of 
the cul-de-sac. 


[Lehmann] It was only in Reykjavik that the Soviet Union Linked the intermediate-range 
missiles with the problem of strategic and space weapons. Was that a mistake from 
today's point of view? 
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{[Zagladin}] No. That was no mistake. Even today we are convinced it would be better 
to solve all three main problems of nuclear disarmament at a time, we are still 
convinced. I have already mentioned that we thought about everything, reflected upon 
everything; now one must make a step forward, a step that really might clear things up. 


[Lehmann] Can that partly be attributed to the fact that only in this year, 
presumably, there is the chance to come to an agreement with this very U.S. President? 


[Zagladin] Well, we are prepared to make an agreement with this President, with 
another President, with any President. 


{Lehmannj But the election campaign in the United States will come. 
[Zagladin] Yes, certainly. One must not lose any time. 


{Lehmann} From the Soviet viewpoint as well as from the U.S. one, verifiability will 
play an important role. That would mean U.S. checks in the USSR, but checks by the 
USSR in Western Europe, too. Will that not be a problem? 


[Zagladin] No, absolutely not. We are for a very serious control, a thorough one, if 
we really go and start nuclear disarming, if we really do. Of course, there must be 
control measures that are as deep as disarmament measures. 


[Lehmann] Well, if the USSR accepts controls on its territory to take place, then it 
must win the Western Europeans for such controls. 


[Zagladin] Yes, of course. That is among the subjects of the negotiations. We will 
not only discuss with the United States, but with our European partners too. 


[Lehmann] Automatically, you will have to talk with the FRG, for example, and with the 
UK. 


{[Zagladin] Yes, of course. We have already had many discussions with those countries, 
and we will continue them. We want to build up our common house of Europe together, 
that means one must discuss. 


[ Lehmann ] Now that Secretaray General Gorbachev has just separated = the 
intermediate-range disarmament from the space weapons problem, President Reagan is 
demanding a modified Soviet attitude toward SDI in that context, and he wants to make 
it a key question. Under that condition, do you give any chance at all to 
intermediate-range disarmament? 


[Zagladin] First as to the SDI problem, that problem really remains very, very 
important. The ABM Treaty must be valid, must remain valid. That is our conviction. 


[Lehmann] No change concerning its interpretation? 


[Zagladin}] No change of our position on that question. We believe if there were no 
ABM Treaty, then there would be no brake to a further arms race, with new, more 
dangerous forms coming up. That means everything must remain the same as for the ABM 
Treaty. That does not mean negotiations on intermediate-range missiles could not be a 
chance. On the contrary, there is indeed a chance about them. We think there is a 
very serious chance today, which really must be used. We believe, we hope that a 
success in this sense, in this direction might introduce a new, qualitatively very new 
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stage in international politics, because hitherto we have only made an arms race 
together. Now the disarmament process must be started. By that very serious reduction 
of a great class of nuclear weapons, one might start that process; that is very serious. 


[Lehmann] But did I get you right, Mr Zagladin, that the USSR's position on the ABM 
Treaty and on space weapons is absolutely unequivocal and unchangeable? 


[Zagladin] Yes, we have the same opinion as the Western European countries — the ABM 
Treaty must remain. On that basis, there must be talks with the Americans, and a 
solution must be found. 


Central Committee Aide: Summit Possible 


LDO51456 London PRESS ASSOCIATION in English 1439 GMT 5 Mar 87 


[Text] A summit meeting between President Reagan and Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev 
could be a possibility if there is a quick arms control agreement in Geneva on medium 
range nuclear weapons, a senior Soviet official said in London today. 


Mr Andrey Crachev, a political expert on the staff of the Soviet Central Committec, 
said: “It is quite natural within this framework that the question of a possible new 
summit, which has been set aside after the Reykjavik statement, might reappear.” 


Mr Grachev was part of a three man Soviet delegation who answered questions for more 
than an hour at the Soviet Embassy on Mr Gorbachev's proposals to rid Europe of mediums 


range nuclear weapons. 


Mr Yevgeniy Primakov, director of the Soviet Institute of World Economics and 
International Relations, said the Western response to the Soviet proposals had been 
positive, but he noted an attempt to link the offer wit. shorter range nuclear weapons 
and conventional armaments. It was important not to approach the issue with double 
standards, he said. The Soviet Union was prepared to sign an agreement without delay 
on medium range weapons and to start negotiations on shorter range weapons. 


He added: “We would be prepared to consider all necessary measures of verification 
including the possibility of some international verification and the possibility of 
on-site inspection. These provisions should be applied to both sides.” 


Major General Geli Batenin [name as received], a military expert on the Soviet Genera! 
Staff, said the Western response had been encouraging. “But there seemed a tendency to 
say ‘yes — but?" The question is, what is behind the ‘but’.” 


He said it might be a specific desire to see the fine print of an agreement which was 


logical. But great care had to be taken not to distort the meaning of the zero-zero 
option, which meant the removal of medium range weapons on both sides. 


/12858 
CSO: 5200/1321 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


AFP: U.S. PRESENTS DRAFT TREATY TO ELIMINATE INF FROM EUROPE 


AU051439 Paris AFP in English 1433 GMT 5 Mar 87 


[Text] Moscow, March 5 (AFP) — The U.S. draft treaty presented at Geneva in response 
to a Soviet proposal to eliminate U.S. and Soviet intermediate range missiles from 
Europe is “very positive”, Foreign Ministry spokesman Gennadiy Gerasimov said here 


Thursday. 


The Soviet Union was hopeful that agreement could be reached, he told a news conference 
in the first official Soviet reaction to the U.S. move. 


Mr. Gerasimov said the U.S. counter-proposals, which were in line with negotiations at 
the U.S.-Soviet sumeit in Reykjavik last October, were contained in a “voluminous” 
document which would take time to examine. 


"We see that things have started to move,” Mr. Gerasimov said, adding that there 
remained technical problems, “and they are important ones,” such as verification and 
dismantling the weapons. 


“There is not a high level of trust between us, but we should not turn these technical 
problems into obstacles,” he said. 


He said the American side “should not waste time” in seeking an agreement at Geneva, 
where the Soviet side presented its proposals on Monday, as Ronald Reagan's term was 
running out as U.S. president. 


The U.S. draft treaty agreed to the elimination of U.S. and Soviet medium-range 
missiles in Europe, based on outlines worked out in Reykjavik. Soviet leader Michail 
Gorbachev at the weekend dropped his insistence that an agreement on intermediate 
weapons be linked to space arms and strategic missiles. 


In the Geneva document, the Americans also agreed to each side keeping 100 intermediate 
range warheads outside Europe, with the Soviet missiles in Soviet Asia and U.S. 
missiles probably in Alaska. But Washington insisted that short-range weapons should 
be included in a treaty. 


The Soviet Union has offered discussion on short-range missiles, and had pledged to 
pull back such weapons with a range up to 1,000 kilometres (625 miles) from Fast 
Germany and Czechoslovakia as soon as a treaty was signed on “Euromissiles”™. 
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Noting favourable reaction in Western Europe since Mr. Gorbachew broke the deadlock 
Saturday, “although there are attempts to play down the Soviet proposal", Mr. Gerasimov 
said that Europeans should be “dancing in the squares” now that the Soviet Union had 
accepted the idea of a “zero option” in Europe, originally proposed by Washington. 


But be said he expected the “poor Europeans” to take fright at the thought of being 
unprotected in the future by nuclear weapons, commenting on reservations expressed by 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization Commander-in-Chief Bernard Rogers, who “luckily” was 
retiring. 


Mr. Gerasimov edded, however, that at a time that there was a chance of eliminating 
cruise missiles in Europe, “it cannot but cause regret™ that the United States had 
tested one of these missiles over Canada in the last few days. 


/12858 
cso: 5200/1322 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS 


PRAVDA REPRINTS, REBUTS ADELMAN ARTICLE ON CW ISSUE 


PM101636 [Editorial report] Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 10 February 1987 First 
Edition carries on page 4 a feature under the rubric “From Different Stand- 
points,” comprising an article by Kenneth Adelman, director of the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, and a reply by PRAVDA international observer 
Vladislav Drobkov. The Adelman article carries the editorial note: “This 
article was published in the British magazine JANE'S DEFENSE WEEKLY in the 
31 January issue. It is quoted here in a slightly abbreviated fora.” It 

is headed “The United States Needs a Chemical Deterrent,’ and reads: 


“Our priority task is a comprehensive, effectively verifiable and global 
ban on all chemical weapons. 


"But until the attainment of such a ban we must ensure deterrence through 
a strong defensive position and an awesome potential for a retaliatory strike. 


“Our stockpiles have now become obsolete and their quality continues to 
deteriorate. 


“In the near future Congress will decide whether to continue to finance the 
necessary modernization of the chemical retaliatory strike potential. 


"Thus the Congress will decide whether the United States should have a reliable 
deterrent in case of an attack on American and allied forces using chemical 


weapons. 


“The administration's proposal is not to increase the number of armaments 
in existence. 


"In effect it will even lead to a reduction in the arsenal, which will become 
more reliable and safer to handle. 


“Compared with 1969, when the United States unilaterally stopped producing 
chemical weapons, the threat of the appearance of chemical weapons, the threat 
of the appearance of chemical weapons throughout the world has changed sub- 
stantially. 


"At that period it was calculated that only 5 other countries possessed chemi- 
cal weapons, whereas today this figure has increased to at least 15, and 
more and more countries are trying to acquire such weapons. 


73 





“An even more sinister fact is that the taboo on the use of chemical weapons 
which existed so long has been undermined in the last 10 years. 


“The Soviet Union has used chemical weapons in Afghanistan and helped its 
Vietnamese allies to use such weapons in Cambodia and Laos. 


“Iraq has used chemical weapons against Iran in the last 3 years. 


“Moreover the Soviet Union has continued to produce chemical weapons even 
since 1969, despite the U.S. decision to halt production. 


“Today the Soviet Union has a major, modern, and diverse offensive chemical 
potential. 


"By contrast, the American arsenal is small, largely obsolete, and the number 
of means of delivery is highly limited. 


“With time this potential is increasingly losing its reliability. 


“This disproportion creates a threat to us and our allies, lowers the thres- 
hold for the use of nuclear weapons, and gives rise to the need to adopt 
appropriate measures. 


"Both at the Disarmament Conference in Geneva, with the participation of 

40 countries, and at bilateral talks with the Soviets, the United States 
seeks an agreement in the arms control sphere banning not only the use of 
chemical weapons (like the 1925 Geneva protocol), but also their manufacture, 
development, storage, transfer, and acquisition. 


"We cannot really rely on achieving this goal unless we give the Soviets 
at least some grounds for serious talks. 


"The Soviets have a clear military superiority in the sphere of chemical 
weapons, and see no incentive to renounce that superiority, which would happen 
in the event of the imposition of a comprehensive chemical weapon ban as 

a result of talks. 


“Against the background of the struggle which the administration has waged 

over the last few years to persuade Congress to finance the modernization 

(not the buildup) of the chemical potential for a retaliatory strike, some 
progress was achieved both at the multilateral talks in Geneva and at bilateral 
talks between the United States and the USSR. 


"The modernization of the American chemical weapon arsenal with a view to 
restoring a reliable retaliatory strike potential and thus an effective deter- 
rent preventing the Soviet Union from using its weapons will give the Soviets 
some incentive to continue serious talks. 


"at the Geneva summit meeting President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev 
agreed to step up efforts to conclude an agreement on a chemical weapon ban. 
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"We have held a round of bilateral meetings with the Soviets. 


“Moreover we are intensifying our efforts at multilateral forums with a view 
to accelerating talks on the conclusion of an effective treaty. 


“At the time of the last round of our talks on chemical weapons, after many 
years of virtual deadlock because of important verification issues, we noted 
increased activeness on the part of the Soviet delegation. 


"Since this activeness promotes the talks, we welcome it. 


"Much work lies ahead for us. The path to the conclusion of a treaty will 
hardly be rapid, despite all our efforts. 


"Let us make it clear: Our efforts must include the implementation of plans 
for the modernization of our limited arsenal. 


"The administration, Congress, and the public clearly advocate the banning, 
and not the creation, of chemical weapons, and that will continue. 


"In order to have the opportunity to achieve this, we must ensure that our 
delegation does not take part in talks empty-handed. 


"Thus Congress should meet the administration's request to finance the produc- 
tion of binary chemical weapons.” 


The reply, by PRAVDA international observer Vladislav Drobkov, is headed 
"What If We Are Our Own Deterrent?” and reads: 


"Thank you, Mr Adelman! 


"On reading your article I finally realized that the present American adnainis- 
tration has decided once and for all to adopt the language of the heroes 

of Orwell's book '1984,' who called the war department the ‘Ministry of Peace’ 
and ‘truth’ ‘lies.’ Only by adopting this--to put it mildly--unusual approach 
to world affairs is it possible to argue that for the sake of a ban on cheni- 
cal weapons it is necessary to launch the production of 4 new, even more 
murderous variety of such weapons. 


"Let us look at the specific ‘bricks’ from which K. Adelman is trying to 
build a kind of ideological foundation for a vast gas chamber. How sick 

and tired we are of assertions about ‘Soviet superiority’ (nuclear, naval, 

in the sphere of conventional arms, chemical--depending on the current Ameri- 
can ‘need’) and the corresponding calls to ‘ensure deterrence through a strong 
defensive position and an awesome potential for a retaliatory strike’! Is 

not this how Washington has tried to justify every new step along the path 

of building up its own militarist might? 


"Was it not behind the screen of ‘deterrence’ that the United States began 
the development of all arms, without exception--from the first ICBM's to 
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nuclear-pumped x-ray lasers? The ‘retaliatory strike potential’ has grown 
and grown. But to this day the United States has not renounced a single 
type of arms which it swore it wanted to put an end to. 


"I am afraid that chemical weapons will be no exception. Not for nothing 
is the Pentagon, which has already begun production of the new binary weapons, 
in no hurry te destroy the oJ]d chemical shells, bombs, and missiles. 


"It is also hard to believe Mr Adelman when he talks about ‘reducing the 
arsenal’ of toxic gases. Taking into account the increased toxity of the 

new gases, this ‘reduction’ can be compared with adopting 5 nuclear bombs 

to replace 10 TNT bombs and shouting about ‘reducing the arsenals by half." 
And it hardly matters to the Europeans, for instance, how many times over-- 
5, 10, or 100 times--the American chemical weapons shipped here could destroy 
all living things on our continent. After all, we all have only one life. 


"Mr Director has described as ‘sinister’ the fact that the ‘taboo on the 

use of chemical weapons’ has been undermined. And of course, he accuses 

the Soviet Union and other states of this. But he forgets to remind his 
readers that the ‘facts’ concocted by the U.S. special services about Soviet 
and Vietnamese ‘chemical attacks’ have been exposed many a time by entirely 
competent and independent experts, including Americans. 


"He also ‘forgets’ that it was not Soviet, but American chemical weapons 
that were used and seized in Afghanistan. The same gap in the memory has 
accounted for the thousands of tons of toxic chemicals dropped by the United 
States on the long-suffering land of Vietnam, on its peaceful villages and 
cities. I wonder, does Mr Adelman even remember those of his compatriots 
who suffered from the American ‘agent orange,’ 48 million liters of which 
the USAF dropped on Vietnam? 


"Mr Director clearly does not want to cloud his readers’ memory with the 
generally known fact that the Pentagon has already trie“, not long ago, and 
with success, to deceive American congressmen. In order to fulfill Congress’ 
condition for the commencement of production of binary shells, the White 
House stated that the NATO allies have agreed to their deployment in Western 
Europe. In fact a number of bloc countries had reservations and expressed 
objections against this. 


"As for the claim that the U.S. chemical arsenal is ‘small, largely obsolete, 
and the number of means of delivery is highly limited,’ let me just mention 
a few facts. According to the American weekly DEFENCE NEWS, the Pentagon 
now has 3 million units of chemical ammunition containing 150,000 tons of 
toxic substances. Production of binary chemical weapons, that is, weapons 
consisting of two components, is now being stepped up in the United States. 
In the new Pentagon budget a further 500 million dollars is appropriated 

for these purposes. And in the next 10 years the United States plans to 
spend more than 12 billion on preparing for chemical warfare. Is that not 
enough for you, Mr Adelman? 
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"This list could be continued for a long time. But it seems to me that it 
is not only a question of the director's bad memory. The point is that on 
reading his article you cannot help wondering: What kind of simpletons are 
these empty accusations and equally empty statements on the U.S. Administra- 
tion's ‘desire’ to put an end to chemical weapons intended for? 


“After all, the whole purpose of his article--to secure new appropriations 


for the chemical arms race--completely undermines confidence in such assertions. 


Especially since Washington would only have to stop engaging in propaganda 
and start sincerely wanting to put an end to barbaric weapons, and it could 
be done now. 


"In any event, the Soviet Union has more than once proposed to the United 
States that we do precisely this. We call for mankind to be delivered from 
the threat of destruction through the elimination of all--nuclear, chemical, 
and biological--arsenals of weapons of mass destruction. 


"But suppose Washington's desire to put an end to these weapons does exist, 
not only in words. Then why did the United States and its closest allies, 

in November 1986, vote against the draft resolution on banning chemical! and 
bacteriological weapons in the UN First Committee? Why has the United States 
still not given a constructive answer to the appeal contained in M.S. Gorba- 
chev's 15 January 1986 Statement for the elimination not only of chemical 
weapons themselves, but of the industrial base for their production? Why 

has there been no such response to the detailed Soviet initiatives in this 
sphere put forward at the Geneva Disarmament Conference? 


"But Mr Adelman should know very well that if anyone needs ‘deterring’ in 

the chemical arms race, it is the United States. And if he has to go against 
his conscience in trying to persuade the congressmen to fork out for the 
continued production of binary weapons, it is clearly not just for the fun 

of it. After all, the American administration simply does not and cannot 
have any other arguments in favor of building up stockpiles of chemical 
weapons--only hypocritical declarations and accusations." 
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EUROPEAN CONFERENCES 


TASS REPORTS ON VIENNA CSCE DEVELOPMENTS 
Meeting on Troop Cuts 


LD171609 Moscow TASS in English 1556 GMT 17 Feb 87 


{Text} Vienna February 17 TASS — An exchange of views on starting consultations on 
issues of reducing the armed forces and conventional armaments in Europe was held at 
the French Embassy here today. 


Representatives of the countries grouped in the Warsaw Treaty and NATO took part in the 
exchange. The Socialist countries were represented by the heads of the delegations to 
the follow-up meeting om security and cooperation in Europe, currently under way here. 


The head of the Soviet delegation, Ambassador Yu.B. Kashlev and Major-General V.M. 
Tatarnikov, a member of the delegation, took part in the exchange of views from the 
Soviet side. 


East Bloc Proposals 


PM231651 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 22 Feb 87 First Edition p 5 


{TASS report: “At the Vienna Meeting] 


{Text} Vienna, 21 Feb -- The Vienna meeting of representatives from CSCE states is 
discussing proposals submitted by the delegations. 


Yu.8. Kashlev, head of the Soviet delegation, submitted to the meeting's plenary 
se.sion a number of new proposals coauthored by the group of socialist countries. They 
revolve around the affirmation of new thinking on security questions and the 
development of military detente in Europe. A number of proposals concern human rights 
and humanitarian cooperation, the right to work and housing, and the expansion of 


contacts among people. 
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EUROPEAN CONFERENCES 


USSR ROUNDTABLE: NATO BRUSSELS DECLARATION, PACT BUDAPEST APPEAL 
Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 2 Dec 66 p 5 


(Roundtable discussion among Dushan Rovensky, head of the international 
department of the newspaper RUDE PRAVO (Czechoslovakia), Josef Szaszi, deputy 
editor-in-chief of the newspaper MAGYAR HIRLAP (Hungary), and Horst Schoetzki, 
commentator for the foreign-policy monthly HORIZON (GDR), conducted by 
IZVESTIYA commentator Sergey Dardykin: "Response or Evasion of Response? The 
NATO 'Reaction’ to the Warsaw Pact States' Budapest Appeal") 


[Text] "It must be carefully studied," was the West's first reaction when, at 
the Conference of the Political Consultative Committee in Budapest last June, 
the Warsaw Pact states put forward a detailed program for reducing armed 
forces and conventional weapons in Europe. "We shall study it seriously," 
promised official Bonn. "Closely and in depth," stated Italy's Prime Minister 
B. Craxi. “In a fitting manner," assured NATO headquarters in Brussels. "In 
the most serious fashion," affirmed the U.S. Department of State through its 
press spokesman 8. Kalb, backing up the European allies. And now, a year 
later, the promised answer has appeared--NATO's declaration on conventional 
arms control adopted at the Brussels session of the NATO Council on the level 
of foreign ministers. Is it really possible to consider this document a reply 
to the Budapest Appeal? IZVESTIYA asked this question to a number of the 
socialist countries’ prominent writers on international affairs who specialize 
in the problems of European security and disarmament. 


J. Szaszi: When I read the text of the Brussels declaration, I recalied a 
very old Hungarian tale. In it a wise king, in order to test a girl he liked 
for quick-wittedness, gave her the following assignment: "Bring me a gift but 
do not bring it to me." After a certain time the girl came before the king 
with a dove in her hands. Drawing closer, she suddenly opened her palms and, 
following the bird with her eyes as it flew away, she said: "It's ready, your 
majesty! I have brought it and not brought it." That's just like what NATO 
has done: both replied and evaded a reply. But the anologies to the tale end 
there-~-and not just because in the tale everything ended with a wedding feast 
for all society, whereas here the matter of reducing arms in Europe stood in 
place and continues to stand in place. 


Let us recall what the Budapest Appeal was about. In the first year or two it 
proposed to carry out a one-time mutual reduction of 100,000 to 150,000 men in 
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the number of the opposing military and political alliances’ troops. Then, at 
the beginning of the '90s, there was to be a reduction by another one-fourth, 
which would come to approximately 500,000 men on each side. At the same time, 
@ proposal was made to reduce tactical strike aviation and battlefield nuclear 
weapons. According to the socialist states’ idea, all these measures would be 
accompanied by effective and reliable verification with the use of both 
mational technical smeans and international procedures, including on-site 
inspections. And so, specific figures and dates were named, possible forums 
for negotiations and possible verification measures were proposed, and a 
procedure for reductions was proposed whereby the danger of mutual attack 
would be reduced, strategic military stability would be increased, and 
confidence would grow. 


And what was NATO's response? Diffuse and vague forumulations in which the 
world "reduction" doesn't even figure. Moreover, the NATO declaration doesn't 
contain a single allusion to the Budapest Appeal, as though people in the West 
weren't familiar with its content. A natural question arises: What was six 
months of “careful study" spent for? In order once again to reduce everything 
to the premise that NATO is inferior to the Warsaw Pact in conventional 


weapons? 


IZVESTIYA: In other words, to reduce everything to fruitless arguments over 
figures, which have already brought the Vienna negotiations on the sutual 
reduction of armed forces and arms in Central Europe to an impasse. 


D. Rovensky: That's indeed the impression one gets. The assertions regarding 
NATO's imaginary lag are not supported by an elementary inspection of the 
facts. Let's recall just the following fairly well-known fact: NATO has 94 
divisions in Europe (counting France and Spain), whereas the Warsaw Pact has 
78. 


IZVESTIYA: Usually citing the fact that France and Spain do not formally 
belong to NATO's military organization, the West objects to counting their 
divisions when reckoning the overali balance. However, exactly why shouldn't 
they be counted? How can one, for example, attribute the participation of 
French units this fall in joint maneuvers with American and West German troops 
to the interests of "purely national defense"? Moreover, they didn't take 
place somewhere on the coast of the English Channel but on the territory of 
the FRG in direct proximity to the socialist states’ borders. 


D. Rovensky: The West also passes over in silence the fact that the average 
size of one NATO division is larger than in the Warsaw Pact armed forces. 
That's as to the question of the numbers of armed forces. Now for the 
question of conventional weapons. It is claimed, for example, that NATO is 
inferior in number of tanks. But in reality that bloc has approximately the 
same number of tanks in Europe as the Warsaw Pact. 


J. Szaszi: No one denies that, considering their uifferent structures and the 
diversity of the types and forms of weapons, a precise comparison of both 
sides’ armed forces is no easy matter. But when we say that an approximate 
balance of forces exists in Europe, we by no means have in mind that. the 
picture of one side's conventional arms is a mirror image of the other. And 
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if there are no signs of progress at the Vienna talks after 13 years of work 
and 40 rounds, the reasons for this are by no means technical ones. The sain 
reason lies elsewhere: NATO is striving not for a reduction of its ailitary 
potential on a mutual basis but for a buildup of it. And the Western side has 
been using the Vienna talks as a kind of cover for this (whereas we have been 
trying to reach an agreesent!), and as one more forum for loudly defending the 
thesis concerning the Warsaw Pact's military superiority and the "threat from 
the East." 


IZVESTIYA: To all intents and purposes, this same thesis can be read without 
difficulty between the lines and in the text of the Brussels declaration. 


H. Schoetzki: The most correct thing to say would be that it appeared in the 
world at the same time as NATO. And the propaganda for this thesis has become 
a kind of a ritual that is scrupulously sustained every time that it's 
necessary to push through the next arms program. When Gen. Rogers, the 
supreme commander of NATO armed forces in Europe, publicly states (and this 
has literally become a habit with him) that the North Atlantic bloc “would not 
hold out for more than two days in the event of an attack by the Warsaw Pact," 
he is being intensely hypocritical. Of course, the general knows quite well 
that the Warsaw Pact has no intention of attacking him. But let's leave that 
aside for the time being. What's more important is something else: Rogers 
should know better than anyone else that it is WATO during its numerous 
maneuvers that has long been working out gassed conventional-weapons strikes 
aimed at a deep penetration into the territory of the Warsaw Pact states. He 
who, in words is crying about the vulnerability of defense but in deeds--and 
frequently in the most provocational fashion--is preparing for an attack, can 
scarcely believe sincerely in his own weakness. Ard all the arguments 
concerning the imaginary lag in the area of conventional weapons are aimed, 
first and foremost, at an obvious goal: to persuade public opinion in the 
NATO countries that Western Europe absolutely can't get by without the 
American nuclear “umbrella.” 


A telling fact: After the Reykjavik meeting it was the high WATO officers 
such as Rogers and his West German colleague Gen. Mack who sounded the alarmj 
over the fact that the American side had even entered into a discussion about 
the possibility of eliminating medium-range missiles in Europe. According to 
these gentlemen, the West simply cannot give up the concept of a "first 
nuclear strike," since it "is inferior" to the Warsaw Pact in conventioaal 
weapons. And, in their view, only two alternatives can be discussed: either 
NATO shoul.4 engage in "catch-up arming," or the socialist states should disarm 
unilaterally. 


IZVESTIYA: Thus, a stalemate is artificially maintained. When the question 
of nuclear arms is raised, we are told: Let's first deal with conventional 
weapons. But when the Warsaw Pact states propose a balanced program of 
reductions in conventional arms, in response they are presented with knowingly 
unacceptable conditions or an evasion of any response at all. 


H. Schoetzki: A recent commentary in the NEW YORK TIMES fairly "graphically" 
reflects the NATO position on conventional arms: "The cement mixers that will 
cover in concrete everything that threatens to change the landscape or open 
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any prospects for doing so have already begun operations.* Translated into 
norgal language: HATO's plans do not include the real reduction of armed 
forces and args in Europe. 


J. Szaszi: This is precisely why the Brussels declaration gust be assessed, 
om the one hand, as a forced step: HATO had to react in some fashion to the 
Warsaw Pact states’ proposals, which had received such wide response in the 
world. On the other hand, it sust be assessed as a rather clumsily 
camouflaged attempt to evade discussion on the essence of the issue. 


IZVESTIYA: WATO has *reacted," but what next? 


J. Szaszi: The text of the SATO declaration provides no grounds for 
optimistic forecasts for the near future. It states that the Western side 
intends to continue to "study" the problems of verification (verification, and 
not reduction!) of conventional weapons, i.e., to continue to procrastinate. 
Our position is that proposals have been submitted, and they remain in force. 
The question has been raised, and we continue to await an answer. 
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FRENCH REPORT ON NATO, WARSAW PACT EUROPEAN DISARMAMENT TALKS 


AUL11502 Paris AFP in English 1457 GMT 11 Feb 87 


[Text] Vienna, Feb 11 (AFP) — Informal contacts between 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact are to start here next Tuceday to 
plan a framework for talks on conventional! disarmament in al! 
of Europe, western sources said here Wednesday. 


The discussions will be held during a working breakfast at the 
French Embassy and involve all 16 North Atlawuc Treaty Orga- 
nization (NATO) and seven Warsaw Pact countries, the Confer- 
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) sources said. 


The two sides will try to set out a mandate for future discussions 
on disarmament from “the Atlantic to the Urals” as proposed by 
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev. 


Western sources said each country would decide its representa- 
tion, but that most countries would not be sending their CSCE 


delegation head 


The number of meetings to be held, or how neutral and non- 
aligned countries would be kept informed was not revealed by the 
sources. 
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NATO agreed iast week at a meeting in Brussels to propose the 
contacts to the Warsaw Pact. 


Last December the United States and France thrashed out s 
compromise on NATO's idea of how the talks should be organ- 
agreeing that they be held ender CSCE auspices, but with 


the two alliances leading segotiations. 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact have been holding Mutual and 
Balanced Force Reduction talks bere for 13 years, that have 


NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


USSR'S SHEVARDNADZE SUPPORTS TLATELOLOCO TREATY 


LD140931 Moscow TASS in English 0920 GMT 14 Feb 87 


[Text] Moscow February 14 TASS — Eduard Shevardnadze, USSR Foreign minister, has 
addressed to A. Stempel Paris, secretary-general of the Agency for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (OPANAL) and in his person to the states participating 
in the treaty on a ban to nuclear weapons in Latin American (Tlatelolco Treaty) «a 
message of greetings on the occasion of the 20th anniversary of the treaty. 


The first international treaty legally sealing the establishment of a nuclear-free 
status in a vast and densely populated geographical area, serves as a serious obstacle 
in the way of proliferation of nuclear weapons, the message says. It marked the start 
of the process, which is gaining in strength, of turning various regions of the world 
into nuclear-free zones. 


A fresh evidence of the viability of that process is the coming into effect of the 
treaty proclaiming the South Pacific to be a nuclear-free zone (Raratonga Treaty). The 
USSR was the first among the nuclear powers to expres preparedness to become a 
guarantor of the nuclear-free status of that zone by signing the respective protocols 
to the treaty.” 


Being a consistent supporter of creating nuclear-free zones, the Soviet Union is 
profoundly convinced that progress in that direction undoubtedly accords with the task 
of strengthening the regime of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and prevention of 
nuclear war, creating the climate of international trust and detente, and eliminating 
nuclear weapons,” the message says. 


The USSR signed and ratified the additional protocol to the Tlatelolco Treaty and 


strictly abides by its commitments, firmly declares for strengthening Latin America's 
non-nuclear status. 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


MOSCOW COMMENTS ON U.S.-NEW ZEALAND NUCLEAR DISPUTE 
LDO404606 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1726 GT 3 Feb 87 


[Text] As the U.S. Embassy in Wellington has stated, the United States does 
not intend to extend the U.S.-New Zealand memorandum on gutual understanding, 
which is presently in force. Its term expires in June. In this way New 
Zealand will be automatically excluded from the ranks of the United States" 
allies. As is pointed out in the embassy’s statement, the United States will 
review their commitments to safeguard New Zealand's security. This statement 
could have been expected. This is what Vladimir Beloshapko, our correspondent 
on the countries of Southeast Asia, has to say: 


[Beloshapko] For the last 2 years the government of New Zealand has been 
subjected to constant pressure from Washington. The cause of this is 
Wellington's antinuclear policy which, since January 1985, has forbidden 
U.S. ships equipped with nuclear arms or nuclear propulsion systems to call 
in at New Zealand ports. 


The disobedient ally is threatened with trade and economic sanctions. 
Essentially, its participation in the ANZUS military bloc, which also includes 
the United States and Australia, has been frozen. And now, the latest puni- 
tive measure. Of course, it hardly puts the security of New Zealand under 
threat, as they claim on the other side of the ocean, for nobody at all is 
threatening that country. It is a matter of something else: wunceremonious, 
crude attempts by a powerful military power to impose its will on a small 
state, resorting to any means to achieve this, right up to open blackmail. 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


TASS: WHITE HOUSE REJECTS TREATY OF RAROTONCA 
LDO623\9 Moscow TASS in English 2255 GMT 6 Feb 87 


[Text] ‘ashington, 6 Feb (TASS)--Washington has rejected the call of countries 
of South Pacific to observe the terms of a treaty on a nuclear-free zone in 

the South Pacific (the Treaty of Rarotonga). A spokesman for the Department 

of State reported on Thursday that the United States Government has been 
studying the question of whether to sign the three protocols to the South 
Pacific nuclear-free zone treaty, the Treaty of Rarotonga. He stated the 

U.S. is of the opinion that the growing number of proposals for regional 
nuclear-free zones might potentially undermine the policy of deterrence 

which has been the corner stone of the West's security from the time of 

World War II. 


Commenting on this decision, THE WASHINGTON POST writes today that it 
reflected a negative attitude of the present administration to anti-nuclear 
sentiments. The newspaper quotes the pronouncement of a Pentagon official 
who has not been identified. He explained the United States refusal to agree 
to observe the terms of the Treaty of Rarotonga by the administration's 
antipathy to the spread of proposals for nuclear-free zones. The Pentago:. 
official complained that such proposals hamper the United States military 
activity. 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


USSR ACADEMICIAN GOLDANSKIY COMMENTS Gli U.S. NUCLEAR TESTS 
LDO32107 Moscow TASS in English 1938 GMT 3 Feb 87 


[Text] Moscow, 3 Feb (TASS)-—-The nuclear tests conducted by the U.S. are 
aimed first and foremost at perfecting the available nuclear weapons and 
creating “extraordinary” third generation weapons, said Academician Vitaliy 
Goldanskiy, a prominent Soviet physicist. 


The mew generation of American nuclear weapons will include nuclear-pumped 
x-ray lasers, weapons with directed intensification of radiation and electro- 
magnetic impulse as a result of the nuclear device blast. It is precisely 

to this end that it is planned to conduct tens and even hundreds of test 
blasts in the Nevada test-range. 


The academician explained that the work done by American scientists to 
miniaturize nuclear warheads will lead to an increase in the number of vwar- 
heads that can be delivered by one missile, which, in its turn, will result in 
a new spiral of the arms race. 


Besides, Goldanskiy said, work is under way within the SDI framework to design 
weapons for the impulse or destructive impact on matter by laser beams, beams 
of neutral particles accelerated to a speed of tens of kilometers a second. 


American scientists are planning to concentrate the nuclear blast energy in 
a long needle inside the x-ray laser. When exposed to a stream of x-riy 
radiation arising at the time of the explosion, the needle becomes some kind 
of a plasma of a very high density. Each nuclear warhead is expected to pump 
by its explosion several tens of needles of the x-ray laser, and fast com 
puters will send these needles against targets after computing the trajectory 
of missiles already in flight. 


In the opinion of the scientist, a source of much alarm is the fact that SDI 
should be based on a perfectly functioning computer program. This is as 
improbable as the existence of a library of 5,000 books with 300 pages each 
printed without corrections and containing not a single misprint. In this case 
“misprints” stand for the threat of an accidental outbreak of war when the 
whole sophisticated SDI system is put to action by an originally false alare 
system, academician Goldanskiy said. 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


SOVIET PAPER ON CONGRESSIONAL DIVISIONS ON MORATORIUM 


PM1O1119 Moscow SOVETSFAYA ROSSIYA in Russian 8 Feb 87 First Edition p 5 


(TASS Washington correspondent I. Ignatyev dispatch: “American Legislators Split on 
Probles of Banning Nuclear Tests” — first four paragraphs are editorial introduction! 


{Text} Congress Appeals to White House [eubbead! 


Last 18 December 130 members of the U.S. House of Representatives sent President &. 
Reagen a letter. It says notably that “The introduction sow of « goraterium on suclear 
tests with the right of inspection [inspektsiya] could form the basis for concluding a 
treaty with the Soviet Union which would put an end once and for all to all tests of 
nuclear weapons. Consequently, we urge you to act sow and give a signal to the whole 
world that the United States is sincerely interested in ending all ouclear tests.” 


The moratorium bill introduced for the House's examination on 6 January this year 
stresses that “Congress considers that «a mutual and verifiable [poddayushchiysya 
proverke) moratorius on tests of suclear warheads on the part of the United States and 
the Soviet Union would make a decisive first step toward mutual reductions of suclear 
ares.” 


The White House remains deaf to these appeals. 


Indignation is the feeling our readers are registering in their countless telephone 
calle and letters to the editorial office over the latest U.S. nuclear explosion in 
Nevada. Many people are asking how the American public has regarded this foolhardy 
step by ite government. We asked TASS Washington correspondent to reply to that 
question. His report follows: 


Washington -- An improvised press conference was arranged the other day without the 
notification usual in such cases. Democrat Representatives Patricia Schroeder and 
Richard Gephardt came to the House of Representatives press gallery immediately after 
the end of « session of Democratic members of the lower house. 


Such meetings, which discuss the line to be fought on a given issue on Capitol fill, 
are traditionally held jointly with the session. It is not always even reported what 
the legislators have been examining. This session was a special one; the subject of 
ite discussion was known long before it began: The Democrats in Congress were 
discussing their stance on the moratoriuy on nuclear explosions. 
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P. Schroeder and R&R. Gephardt are responsible for the draft resolution listed in the 
congressional records as H-R 12. The resolution provides for the introduction in the 
United States of a ban on nuclear tests with a yield in excess of 1 kiloton if the 
Soviet Union continues its moratorium. More than 140 congressmen had already declared 
their determination to support the document, Patricia Schroeder reported. According to 
ber, their aumber had shown a marked increase since the nvclear explosion on 3 February 
— the Ist this year and the 25th since the Soviet moratorium came into effect. This 
step by the Soviet Union, the congresswoman from Colorado said, has created “one of the 
greatest opportunities for the process of arms control.” “The Russians have not 
conducted a single test for 18 months, and even adsinistration representatives 
acknowledge that we are shead in this sphere,” she stated. 


“Ending tests,” Richard Gephardt edded, “would lead to a lessening of the danger of 
euclear weapons being used. We must seek to strengthen security br sensible measures 
such es en agreement benning ouclear arms or «4 strategic arms ‘imitation treaty. 
Whatever the President may say. I consider his policy «a course leading toward «a 
full-scale arms race.” 


Democrats in Congress have supported this stance. The session endorsed a document 
urging the President to postpone mew ouclear explosions and urgently begin talks with 
the Soviet Union to achieve a mutual and verifiable [poddayushchiysya proverke! ban on 
nuclear weapons tests. 


The document is said to have been unanimously endorsed. As the press secretary of 
Thomas Downey, Democratic congressman for New York, ironically remarked to me, the 
opponents of this measure inside the Democratic Party decided not to appear at all at 
the session. 


One such opponent is Republican Gerald Solomon. Se is a convinced opponent of the 
United States following the Soviet Union's good example. Seated commandingly at his 
desk, behind him the flags of the United States and New York -- whose clectors he 
represents on Capitol Hill — the gray—haired legislator explained his stance: 


“I think there have been seriows breaches of various agreements by the Soviet Union. 
In some cases they were, in ay opinion, deliberate, in others not, and in a third group 
the question of whether the breaches were deliberate or sot has hinged on the 
interpretation of the agreements. Take, for example, the Krasnoyarsk radar station. 
We regard its construction as a breach of the ARM Treaty, whereas the Soviet Union does 
mot. It is possible this is a legitimate argument. However, such things do exist. 


“Here I have a list of Soviet breaches” — he then showed me a copy of a White House 
propaganda pamphiet about “Soviet breaches” of accords in the arms control sphere, 
peppered with words like “possibly” and “perhaps.” “There are breaches in virtually 
every aspect. I do not believe we can have any tind of moratorium until treaties are 
concluded that provide for on-site inspection [proverka] either by USSR or U.S. 
representatives or through the intermediaries of third countries to ensure they tre 
respected. Otherwise, we will always have to rely on the other side's word, but we 
interpret things differently. That is why we must sit down at the negotiating table in 
Geneva or Vienna and discuss « really mutual, verifiable [poddayushchiysya proverke| 
treaty on a moratorium that provides for on-site inspection [proverkta]. I want to say, 
using the words of President Reagan — and I do not believe anyone could be more 
sincere than he — the goal must be to remove all ouwclear arms.” 
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“Why then," I asked, "does the White House, despite the USSR's readiness to adopt any 
kind of verification [kontrol] measures, including on-site inspection [proverka], and 
despite the Soviet Union's strict observance of a unilateral moratorium over 18 months, 
state it does not intend to renounce nuclear tests?" 


“Because there is no treaty banning nuclear tests. The Soviet Union, as you know, 
insists that we abandon the ‘Strategic Defense Initiative,’ which, in my opinion, does 
not bear the character of a nuclear program but is to the benefit of both sides. This 
stance shows again the insincerity of the Soviet Union, which links SDI -- that is to 
Say, a quite irrelevant question -- to agreements. [paragraph continues] 


We cannot put ourselves in a position where the United States may fal} behind jus! 
because the Soviet Union has not held nuclear tests for 18 months. Nuclear arms 
reduction is the main problem. Forget the nuclear moratorium! We must sit around the 
egotiating table and lay our cards on it. We will not achieve anything by nuclear 
est bans or the like. The main task is to rid ourselves of terrible nuclear arms." 


his “judgment of Solomen” is, to put it mildly, lifted from official statements made 
by the Reagan administration. 


Democratic Congressman for the State of Massachusetts Joseph Kennedy, son of Robert 
Kennedy -- who was assassinated by a hired gunman -- is the representative of an 
influential political clan in America. He met me with a smile and firm handshake at 
the entrance to the as yet unfurnished official office which has been his since the 
Y.S. supreme legislative elections last November. 


"I am convinced,” said the 34-year-old politician, who was one of the first signatorivs 
of Resolution H-R 12, "that our stance now reflects to a larger extent the mood of the 
American people. This was confirmed at the recent elections. The members of Congress 
who came through the election battle have a better feel for the mood of ordinary 
Americans. They are indignant that the President opposes a nuclear test ban. The 
impressive demonstration of a new type of leadership being given by Mikhail Gorbachev 
and the readiness to ban nuclear tests demonstrated by the Soviet Union, to which the 
U.S. response has been 25 nuclear explosions, have also played a role in developing 
these feelings. Both I and my constituents are outraged by the administration's 
approach. Nuclear tests are an integral part of the ‘Star Wars' program which the 
present administration is pushing through, and my ccnstituents are very resolutely 
opposed to SDI. We think we will be able to achieve an end to nuclear tests in the 
United States by prohibiting the financing of further nuclear tests. 


"It is well known there are various standpoints in the United States on how to build 
relations with the Soviet Union," the congressman continued. “Some people think that 
affairs can only be conducted with the USSR from a position of strength. Others are 
ready to observe certain agreements until there are actual breaches of those treaties. 
Everyone acknowledges the danger of nuclear war breaking out. We have already 
stockpiled enough arms to blow each other up. The time has come therefore for 
effective disarmament measures. The time has come to think about the kind of direction 
we are moving in when we possess the potential not only to destroy each other but to 
iliminate the whole world. It is important to conduct affairs by attempting to find 
points of contact and by seeking to establish long-term relations rather than by 
adopting extreme positions." 
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Yes, the split in the Congress itself and in relations between the country's supreme 
legislative organ and the administration is becoming increasingly apparent. The 
pol-rization of political forces caused by the explosion in Nevada could lead to a 
major clash between the Congress, where there is now a Democrat majority, and the 
Republican adminstration. 
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"NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


PETROVSKIY: USSR READY FOR TEST MONITORING TALKS 


PM161203 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 16 Feb 87 Morning Edition p 3 


(TASS report: “At the USSR Foreign Ministry"] 


[Text] USSR Deputy Foreign Minister V.F. Petrovskiy has <-eceived 0.R. (Grimson), 
chairman of the “Parliamentarians for Global Action" organization, and N. Dunlop, the 
organization's general secretary. There was a detailed exchange of opinions on the 
question of ensuring all-embracing security equal for everyone. 


Here special attention was devoted to the problem of banning nuclear weapons tests. 
The Soviet side emphasized that, elthough the USSR will be released from its uniiateral 
moratorium because of the U.S. nuclear tests, it is prepared to return to the 
moratorium any day or month if the United States decides to end its nuclear 
explosions. It was also stated that tthe USSR is prepared to take up tlie offer by the 
"Delhi Six" to assist in monitoring the cessation of nuclear explosions and to send its 
representatives <>» a meeting of experts on this question even if the United States does 
not revise its negative attitude to the offer by the eix states” leaders. 
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FRG: 


DWO51200 Frankfurt/Main FRANKFURTER RUNDSCHAU in German 5 Feb 87 p 3 


NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 





FRANKFURTER RUNDSCHAU ON U.S. NUCLEAR TEST 


[Editorial by "GRO": “Arbitrary"] 
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[Text] That this U.S. nuclear weapons test was necessary may be 
justified by some weapons specialists. Nevertheless, it is harmful 
to the international relations of the United States. After 18 
months, the test will to touch off some adverse reaction: With 
the best of intentions and despite all its propaganda, the Soviet 
leadership cannot hold its own military in check anymore. Tests 
will also be resumed there, ar well. Because the Soviet military 
experts suspect that the test in the Nevada desert har to do with 
SDI development — the Star Wars program — they will demand 


Caspar Weinberger, produces similar arbitrariness in the reac- 
tion of the other side. It has a mutual effect. The losers are the 
diplomats who still pursue the illusion of being able to secure 
peace. Secretary of State Shultz has hardly any i” 2ence in 
Washinston's foreign policy anyway. 


And what about Reykjavik? That was long ago. 








NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


TURKISH OFFICIALS ON DEPLOYMENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 


TAOS52014 Ankera Domestic Service in Turkish 1700 GMT 5 Feb 87 


/9274 
CSO; 


5200/2495 


[Text} Social Democratic Populist Party [SDPP] leader Erdal 
Inonu has reiterated that the SDPP oppases the deployment of 
strategic nuclear arms in Turkey and called on the government 
to announce whether or not it has changed its policy in connection 
with this issue. 


Ata news conference in Ankara, Inonu pointed out that the Voice 


of changing this policy. | have not made any statement to the 
Voice of Germany regarding nuclear policy. Moreover, the 
deployment locations of these weayons were di termined in the 
1978 agreement. Turkey is not o party to these ieoucs. fend 
recording} 








NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREY ZONE PROPOSALS 


CANADIAN FARTY SEES NORDIC NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREE ZONE AS MODEL 
Oslo AFTENPOSTEN in Norwegian 28 Jan 87 p 2 


[Op Ed Article by Professor Nils Orvik: "The Nordic Mode] for a Nuclear-Free 
Zone: Canada Looks to Norway"; first paragraph is AFTENPOSTEN introduction] 


{Text} In Canada a debate is expected concerning the earmarking of a brigade 
for reinforcements for North Norway, and a white book from the government has 
been announced for March. The country's armed forces hav2 F-18 planes. The 
article's author is Professor Nils @rvik at Queen's College, Kingston. 


"Look to Norway.” launched by President F.D. Roosevelt, became § an 
international motto during the Second World War. The little nation of 
Norway's valiant resistance to the occupation forces was held up as a sodel 
for everyone. 


This cry sounded again a few weeks ago, this time in Engiend, when Denis 
Healey stepped forth to defend the British Labour Party's defense program. As 
we know, Labour voted in October of last year to dispose of British nuclear 
weapons and to close the American nuclear bases as soon as the party again 
comes into power in England. With Mrs. Thatcher's persistent difficulties, 
all this can happen this year. Denis Healey defended the party's unilateral 
nuclear disarmament with a “Look to Norway.” Norway has shown, he said, that 
a country can splendidly be a loyal sember of NATO and at the same time be 
free of nuclear weapons. 


Pioneering Country 


Canada established itself as the same type of pioneering country sore than 10 
years ago, when the Trudeau government quietly disposed of the nuclear weapons 
which from Lester Pearson's time constitutwd a natural part of the Canadian 
defense systen. Canada, like Norway, has actually been a nuclear-free zone 
since the middle of the 70's. Unlike Norway, Canada never had «a nuclear 
debate. Defensewise, the country is in the American “inside pocket,” and 
since the USA surely has an abundance of these weapons, sost figure that 
deployment a few miles south or north of the border plays a minor role. 


Ideological Luxury 
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However, energetic attempts have been made in recent years to make Canada a 
nuclear-free zone according to the formula of the Nordic zone amodel. of 
course, this occupies a prominent place in the Labor Party's platform and is 
supported at least in principle by the non-socialist parties, too. Until 
recently it was just the Canadian social democrats, the New Democratic Party 
(NDP), which had wade such a zone arrangement for Canada part of its platfora. 
The NDP has also for years demanded complete withdrawal from NATO, an 
ideological luxury which not even strongly left-oriented socialist parties in 
West Europe have been able to afford for a rather long time. Since the NDP 
has now begun to advance in the polls, there too they have begun to work 
toward replacing the crass withdrawal demand with worn-out statements of 
support, comparable to those Sissel Rénbeck, Thorbjérn Jagland and other newly 
reversed NATO friends have launched in the Norwegian socialist camp. 


No to SDI 


The NDP has never been in power and was not taken quite seriously until 
recently. Considerably greater attention was aroused whe’, the Liberal Party 
(LP) at its annual congress in November also adopted a binding resolution 
which goes very far in the direction of what can be called a Scandinavian 
model. The party first attached to its platform a no to space weapons (SDI) 
and a ban on all tests and experiments with cruise missiles. But it was the 
sigaultaneous vote to make Canada a nuclear-free zone which became the central 
item of its new defense proposal. There are grounds for recalling that the 
Liberal Party is in many ways like the Norwegian Labor Party. The LP has been 
in power all along since the war, with a couple of brief conservative 
interruptions. Pierre Trudeau holds the length record as prime minister here, 
as Einar Gerhardsen does in Norway. The party is now well ahead of the 
conservatives in the polls and will be able to take over the power of 
government in Canada within two years, if it does not have an unexpected 
setback. 


Basis for Pressure 


It can be expected that the Liberal] Party's zone resolution will provide even 
more iapetus for working for such a zone in Canada. The Canadian disarmament 
movement is doing the agitation. As in West Europe, the strategy here is 
first to concentrate on city councils and provincial legislatures. When 
sufficiently many votes have been gotten there, they are used as a basis for 
pressure on the national level. They have gotten about 150 such zones 
est-»’ shed up to now. There were 61 votes for and 38 against in the 
provinicial parliament in Ontario (about eight million inhabitants). 


One of the sost effective arguments is the Scandinavian example. It is 
Claimed that if the NATO country of Norway, which has a common border with the 
Soviet Union, can all the same find it netionally secure to support such a 
zone arrangement, then Canada, which is thousands of miles from the Soviet 
Union, must be able to safely do the same! The many provisos and nuances 
which are emphasized so strongly in Norway are never mentioned. It is the 
principle which is the decisive thing here. 
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Norwegians for the most part hardly have anything against foreign countries’ 
“looking to Norway.” It has always been a desire to increase Norway's 
influence in NATO. Obviousiy this has been achieved now. But the 
responsibility and the cost which can go along with a prominent place in the 
international show window must not be disregarded. 


Reinforcements for Norway 


This is especially important in relation to Canada. The Canadian governmer * 
in March of this year will present a white book on the armed forces which is 
expected to raise questions about Canada's NATO obligation to earmark a 
brigade for reinforcements for North Norway. Doubts about this were 
intensified after the major exercise last fall. 


After the LP's zone resolution in November has now drawn the Nordic zone sodel 
so strongly into the picture, it is probable that this will be used in the 
debate. In the process, the skeptics will be able to claim that if Norway 
feels ac secure towards the Soviet Union that it is considering fitting the 
country into a nuclear-free zone, there cannot be any reason for Canada to 
continue keeping the big and expensive reinforcement forces for aiding Norway. 
This is not to say that this argument will tip the scales, but such as the 
moot is now, it will certainly meet with a good deal of sympathy when the 
decision is to be made. 


8831 
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RELATED ISSUES 


MOSCOW FORUM FOR ‘NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD’ 14-17 FEBRUARY 
Moscow TV Preview 


LDO30001 Moscow Television Service in Russian 1958 GMT 2 Feb 87 


[News conference on the "Moscow International Forum for a Non-nuclear World and the 
Survival of Mankind,” on 2 February at the USSR Foreign Ministry Press Center in 
Moscow, moderated by Gennadiy Gerasimov, with Academician Yevgeniy Velikhov, “ice 
president of the USSR Academy of Sciences and leader of the promoting «roup; 
Academician Yevgeniy Chazov; Vladimir Karpov, first secretary of the USSR Union of 
Writers; Yevgeniy Pitovranov, chairman of the Presidium of the USSR Chamber of Trade 
and Industry; Professor Kislov, deputy director of the Institute of World Ec-aomy and 
International Relations of the USSR Academy of Sciences; and Metropolitan Yuvenaliy -- 
recorded] 


[Text] (Gerasimov) Comrades, ladies, and gentlemen: An international forum for a 
nuclear-free world, for the survival of mankind, will soon be held in Moscow. 


{[Velikhov] I think you know, insofar as this is already being discussed in the press, 
that a forum will be held in Moscow from 14 to 16 February. At the present moment, up 
to 30 January, 740 participants from 80 countries have expressed their desire to take 
part in the forum. There will be 169 science students [estestvenniki], and requests to 
attend the forum are still coming. Mainly all those we invited have been proposed by a 
promoting group: 51 political scientists, 52 medical scientists and physicians, 63 
representatives of business circles, 258 figures in culture and the arts, 147 
representatives of the clergy. 


You are aware of how developments in world affairs have been developing since 
Reykjavik, and actually our forum is the first major scientific meeting to discuss the 
main points that were put forward at Reykjavik, that is the path to 2 nuclear frer 
world through a whole aumber of specific steps. The situation now is becoming even 
more exacerbated. You know, that parallel with the attempts and, so to speak, and 
obvious desire to solve this task by way of talks — talks are going on in Geneva — at 
the same time, attempts are being made to make the introduction of weapons into outer 
space, the creation [sozdaniye] of a space-based tier of antimissile defense, 
irreversible. You are familiar with statements made by the U.S. Defense Secretary 
Weinberger and a number of other officials on this. So, we see there is a very acute 
struggle now. That is why it is very important that the scientific world conducts 1 
detailed, professional, and most serious discussion and formulates its proposals. 


The idea, which was born in the scientists’ promoting group — and I will have more to 
say on that — met with great support among all groups in the creative intelligentsia, 
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all those concerned, as indeed all of us are, about questions on how to ensure 
mankind's survival, how to solve the fundamental problem. As a result of this came the 
idea of independent, so to speak, forums to discuss the same problem but from different 
viewpoints. The Soviet promoting group emerged, as it were, spontaneously, with 
various groups showing an interest in staging this major undertaking. Representatives 
of various professions entered into it: scientists, members of the Academy Arbatov, 
Goldanskiy, Bogolyubov, Likhachev, Primakov, Sagdeyev, Academician Kuzin of the Academy 
of Medical Sciences — I say apart from those present here — well-known Soviet Writers 
Aytmatov, Voznesenskiy, Zalygin, the film director Klim, the composer Sviridov, the 
artist Ulyanov, the ballerina Plisetskaya. They are a part of the Soviet promoting 
group that is now taking part in the preparation of this forum. I think that is all 
that I want to say. 


[Gerasimov] Thank you. Let's us turn to some questions. Yes, please? 


(NHK correspondent] Av. company, Japan. in what way are you going to influence the 
policies of senior governvrents in the West as a result of the meeting? 


[Chazov} I have to say we already have examples of influencing public political opinion 
throughout the world. * recall 1980 when the movement of physicians was launched and 
when nuclear illusions existed about the possibilities of surviving a nuclear war, or 
the possibilities of winning a auclear war. We, scientists and physicians, proceeding 
from precise scientific data, showed it was impossible, should a nuclear war break out, 
mankind would face just ome fact: the fact of self-destruction. Incidentally, this 
data is well known throughout the world, but at ome time there were doubts about it. 
Today no one can maintain that anyone can win a nuclear war. I believe the scientific 
data, reliable data, which will be obtained at this forum, will play a definite part in 
changing public opinion in Western countries and in changing the opinions of 
politicians. We still believe in the wisdom of mankind. 


{[Terekhov] Terekhov, maiz editorial board of (?news broadcasting). A question for 
Academician Velikhov: at the end of March, it will be 4 years since the announcement 
of SDI by President Reagan. Can you say what these 4 years of the threat of SDI and 
work on it have brought the world, one; will this question be discussed at the forum, 
two; and three, are there scientists, rather is there a transformation in the approach 
of scientists, to this SDI, i.e. some used to support it, but no longer do, or the 
reverse, did not support it but is now are active proponents? 


[Velikhov] First, I would say that the main thing is what this defense initiative has 
hindered. It has hindered the process of nuclear disarmament. I think we all agree we 
could have moved way ahead of this, at least we could have reached accord on the 50 
percent reduction .n strategic weapons, the elimination of mefium-range missiles in 
Europe, a whole series of other major questions could have been decided, if there had 
not been the threat of a violation of the antimissile defense treaty of ‘72 and the 
threat of weapons being put in space. From the viewpoint of support by scientists, 
there indeed exists a polarization throughout the world. We see that what we had 
assumed: a deterioration in international relations, an undermining of the system of 
accords, all of this is a result of this concept, and today, the majority of scientists 
share this view. 


It must be said that in parallel with our forum, at the same time, the American Society 
for the Advancement of Science will ‘Se holding seminars and discussions in Chicago 
precisely om this matter. We shall see what will emerge from it, but in general, I 
know the views of the major U.S. scientists, of the major organizaticas of scientists 
in the United States, such as the federation of U.S. scientists, the Union of Concerned 
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Scientists. Their view point coincides with ours. We all feel the ‘72 treaty is 
fundamental, the basis of th. process of reducing and preventing a space arms race and 
curbing it on earth. Any work which violates this treaty, still more the deployment 
[razvorachivaniye] of a space echelon, will lead to a sharp worsening of the 
international situation and an intensification of the threat of catastrophe. 


{[Elevtheroptipia correspondent] Elevtherotipia, Greece: I have a question of 
Academician Velikhov and also for Dr Chazov. How do you think the new moral 
atmosphere, or moral climate of the Soviet restructuring will affect the quality of 
this forum, the quality of debate not only, of course, on the stereotype of the enemy, 
but also in general international relations? This is a new question arising. 


[Velikhov] We feel the practice of open discussion of questions both with those whom we 
consider to be like-minded and with those... [Velikhov changes thought], I am not 
talking about allies, ‘t is not a matter of allies. In many questions, those who think 
like we do can have absolutely different political points of view and choice, so to 
speak, in their views; but, so to speak, when it is a matter of radical questions, they 
can be like-minded, and it must be said that the majority of scientists from this 
viewpoint are like-minded. We are ready to discuss this also with our opponents, those 
who not only have a different political viewpoint, but also a differing viewpoint on 
specific questions we will be discussing. It seems to me this practice is very 
important, because we sust give political leaders, political leadership, a correct 


picture of the viewpoints of scientists — not paint it too rosy or too bleck — but 
give precisely the real picture of what scientists are thinking on this most important 
matter. 

{[Chazov] Well, I can only agree with what Yevgeniy Pavlovich has said. I should Like 
to add just one thing: The great philosopher Plato said that truth is beautiful and 
very difficult to prove, and the proof of the truth is born among us scientists in the 
discussion of all varying views and aspects. We should like -- as was already said 
here — all views to be heard. I think this is the meaning of the new political 


thinking which exists in the Soviet Union. The second thing [ would like to say is 
that such a free discussion will help create an atmosphere uf confidence. After all, 
we will say that today the major factor playing a role in a complex political situation 
is that of confidence, the factor of confidence between peoples, governments, and 
countries. 


So, the more we sit down together and discuss and debate, the more understanding, more 
confidence, and more comprehension there will be. I must say that in the United 
States, whenever we go there — the situations have been different -- there are groups 
wno will not see us, who oppose us, and even specific individuals, and there are even 
tems wiich, during the arrive! of our delegations, proclaim a Soviet Union Day. This 
shows there are forces which exist in the United States that are striving to create an 
atmosphere of confidence and would like this confidence. But all this, of course, must 
be conceived in such a free discussion, and I believe the coming forum will be an 
e«ample of such a discussion. 


{[Yuvenaliy] I would liken to add this. I think the unity of religious forces is of 
very great significance. But, if we are talking today about the stereotype of an 
enemy, or about false propaganda, it is met most of all in the West in the religicus 
field. They played on this most of all in the cold war, and therefore [ think t. \t 
such an atmosphere of frankness [otkrytost]), confidence, and openness [glasnost], with 
which our forum will be imbued, will also give a very positive role in the world's 
religious circles. 
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[SANKEI SHINBUN correspondent] (Suzuki) of the Japanese SANKEI SH.MBUN newspaper: It 
seems to me that in the second half of the seventies, there was a fundamental change in 
the Soviet Union's basic thesis of a world nuclear war and the survival of the 
capitalist and socialist systems. If such an appraisal is correct, please tell us what 


brought it about. 


[Kislov] You will realize yourself that a radical change has come bout not only in 
what is happening in the world right now, not only in the amount of — one must say it 
— terrible nuclear and other types of mass destruction weapons that have been 
stockpiled, and those terrible arsenals which hundreds of thousands of times exceed the 
power of the bomb dropped on Hiroshima, but also in our understanding of this 
situation, and in our understanding of the threat which is hanging over mankind. If we 
are talking about the seventies, could anyone have seriously thought about or had any 
idea about such a concept as a nuclear winter? Yet now, it is thanks, perhaps to our 
good doctors — not only our doctors, but a'so those of other countries — that this 
question has been raised. Physicians and doctors of the most varied professions are 
worried by this. Now this problem is becoming very clear and very acuts for a large 
number of people on our planet. Yet something like 10-15 years ago many, I would say 
the majority of scientists had not even contemplated this probles. 


[Velikhov] The Soviet Union has always been in favor of liquidating mass destruction 
weapons, first and foremost nuclear weapons. But, only in the beginning, of course, 
were our positions different because the United States had a monopoly in nuclear 
weapons and then they acquired superiority over the Soviet Union in this weapon and its 
weans of delivery. Later, when parity was achieved, the situation altered radically, 
but the Soviet Union's position has not altered. We are still in favor of nuclear 
weapons being elimieated on the basis of an appropriate system of accord, 
step-by-step. Now we have in our hands a plan for this liquidation. There were 
specific proposals at Reykjavik on how to set out along this path, a path from 
stockpiling nuclear weapons to their destruction. That, essentially, is what has 


changed during those years. 


U.S. Said Castine Aspersions on Forum 
LD140010 Moscow TASS in English 2331 GMT 13 Feb 87 


[Text] Washington February 14 TASS — TASS correspondent Igor Ignatyev reports: 


The interest being shown by the peaceloving public of the world to the international 
forum “For Nuclear-Free Werld, for the Survival of Mumanity” obviously exasperates 
Washington. 


The forum which has been called on the initiative of Soviet cultural figures opens in 
Moscow today. 


U.S. Administration spokesmen who explein U.S. official stand every day pointedly 
ignore the forthcoming large-scale dialogue in the Soviet capital on the problems of 


peace. 


Dan Howard, deputy press secretary of the White House for foreign policy problems, in 
anewer to the TASS correspondent’s question, said that there was no reaction in the 
United States to the forum and that he did not know whether any statements would be 
made after the forum ended. 
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He did not give any explanations why Washington decided to surround with a wall of 
silence the current exchange of views on the most vital issue of our times. Meanwhile 
more than 100 people out of more than S00 participants in the forum are American 
cultura! figures, scientists, businessmen, former political figures end statesmen. 


‘fowever, behind the outward indifference of the Reagan adwinistration, there are active 
backstage atte=zpts to cast aspersions upon the Moscow forus and to put pressure on its 


participants. 


THE WASHINGTON TIMES newspaper, which is ciose to the administration, reports that U.S. 
[State] Department officials warned the American participants in the Moscow forum to be 
on their guard and not to allow themselves to be used for “Seviet propaganda pu poses’ . 


By overtly intimidating the Americans who went to the capital of the USSR, the U.S. 
Department of State apparently expected them either to give up the trip altogether or 
at least refrain from interviews and public pronouncements on disarmament issues. 


A U.S. State Department official, who requested to remain unnamed, explained through 
THE WASHINGTON TIMES newspaper that the forum in Moscow was only a public opinion 
manipulating exercise being held with a view to “providing audience for Soviet rhetoric 
on arms control issues”. 


State Department officials have got a rather poor imagination. This apology of 
“arguments” is not new. The Soviet Union's unilateral moratorium on all nuclear 
explosions had likewise been declared in Washington as being “Soviet propeganda”™. 
President Reagan had referred to the participants in the American anti-war movement as 
credulous people who swallowed Moscow's propaganda bait. 


In short, the White House hurries to label as propaganda any actions aimed at achieving 
real disarmament. 


But through such methods Washington is far from managing to break the trend to the 
‘cowth of the number of peace campaigners. The widely-representative nature of the 
joscow forum is an eloquent proof of that. 


PRAVDA Preview 


PM161309 [Editorial Report] Moscow PRAVDA in Russian in its first edition for 1% 
February 1987 publishes on page 4 under the headline “Understanding One Another: ‘For a 
Nuclear-Free World, For Mankind's Survival’ — That Is the Slogan of the Internationa! 
Public Forum That Opens in Moscow Today” a half-page feature devoted to the Moscow 
peace forum. The feature opens with the following editorial introduction: 


“The meeting's slogan has prompted almost 1,000 people from all over the world to leave 
even the most urgent work and set out on the journey here. 


“The names of many of them are to be found in encyclopedias. The creators of artistic 
works and scientific discoveries and acknowledged masters of music and painting cannot 
be imagined outside the framework of a humanitarian world outlook. Thus the forum's 
siogan has become for them the voice of conscience, as it has for the luminaries of 
medical science, who know that if nuclear war broke out they would be powerless in the 
face of the ‘final epidemic’ that would afflict mankind. 


102 











“The guests include ecologists, political scientists, and socia't figures who now feel 
acutely the need tor am honest and open dialogue and greater mutual understanding. 
They also include prominent representatives of those Western business circles who -- to 
use ancient mythology — revere snot Mars but “ercury and are convinced that 
international trade and economic cooperation open the way to peace and accord. Moscow 
is also host to more than 200 religious figures, conce:ned at how to strengthen trust 
among the peoples in the world. 


"Yes, the grim realities of the present day that nuclear war would be a catastrophe for 
everyone without exception have crystallized and acquired clear shaps in mankind's 
mind. Clearly it is the awareness of that threat which made the convening of he 
Moscow forum possible. 


“Of course, we know that this is not a meeting of like-minded people — the forum is 
being attended by representztives not only of different countries bat also of different 
political, ideological, and religious views — but they hive come to Moscow to compare 
their views and to discuss them in free, totally unrestricted discussions and possibly 
debates and, it is to be hoped, to reach agreement among themselves. 


“These discussions will be held behind closed doors within the framework of 1 oumber of 
roundtables, which will also be part of the Moscow forum. It is sot envisaged that 
their work will result in the adoption of resolutions or joint communiques, but it is 
to be presumed that the participants in the forum will convey to peop‘e and to 
thousands of their fellow-countrymen a truth born of that debate and the comparison of 
opinions. This also will help in the elaboration and affirmation of the new political 
thinking, which is vitally necessary for the creation of a world free from nuclear 
weapons and for mankind's survival. 


“Soviet people receiving the forum participants here in Moscow wish them successfu! 
work. Their sincere wish is a wholehearted wish for peace to those near to them and to 
all mankind.” 


The teature contains interviews by unnamed PRAVDA correspondente with five experts fro 
the spheres of the environment, peace and security, medicine, science, and music, and 
contains the following interview with Pepsico Chairman D. Kendall by A. Pecherskiy and 
S. Tikhomirov under the headline “In Krasnaya Presnya Today”: 


“People customarily termed businessmen are gathering now for a roundtable meeting at 
the International Trade Center in Krasnaya Presnya. Kepresentatives of business 
circles from 24 countries are here, including the United States, the FRG. Japan, and 
Sweden. The meeting's slogan is ‘Problems of Peace and Business Cooperation. ' 


“We are talking here with Mr D. Kendall, chairman of the Pepsico Company and director 
of the American-Soviet Econowic Council. 


“The last time I was in Moscow, he said, was in July of last year. I can now see that 
changes are taking place in your country so rapidly that, it seems to me, even the 
Soviet people must find it difficult *o keep track of them. 


“At the roundtable meeting we shall talk about new forms of economic cooperation and 
ways of improving East-west relations by means of trade. We must find a way to build 
bridges for better mutual understanding between our countries. This, of course, may 
also be achieved by developing cultural ties, tourism, and student exchange with an 
improvement in the political climate in the world. 
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"Trade helps mutual understanding and has a direct influence on the international 
atmosphere. There is no doubt that our countries will compete with one another, but 
that does not mean that they have to be hostile. There is no reason why we cannot 
cooperate and work together for the good of peace in the world. There are a tremendous 
number of problems requiring solution. 


"I am pleased by the great changes that have taken place in the Soviet Union's foreign 
economic policy. Your country's overseas partners, such as us, “OW can cooperate 
directly with USSR enterprises. The idea of creating mixed associations and companies 
has always interested us very much. I believe that now it is necessary to examine 
practical steps in this direction. 


"There are already 17 plants operating in the Soviet Union which were built with our 
assistance. The decision to create joint enterprises undoubtedly presents even more 
favorable opportunities for expa:.‘ing cooperation. 


"J. hope very much that Soviet-U-.S. relations will improve. If we business people get 
to know one another better we will be helping to resolve political problems, too." 


The feature ends with a 300-word article by D. Kosyrev who describes preparations for 
the roundtable meeting of physicians at the USSR Academy of Medical Sciences Presidium. 


IZVESTIYA Poll 
PM161147 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 14 Feb 87 Morning Edition p 5 
[TASS report: "Muscovites on War and Peace] 


[Text] The first briefing for Soviet and foreign journalists took place in the press 
center of the international Moscow forum "For a Nuclear-Free World, For Mankind's 
Survival" 12 February. 


K.A. Khachaturov, chief of the press center, reported that M.S. Gorbachev, general 
secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, will meet with the forum participants in the 
Kremlin Monday. 


By way of preparation for the forum, which is being held 14-16 Feoruary, a public 
opinion poll was conducted in Moscow. V.N. Ivanov, director of the USSR Academy of 
Sciences Sociological Research Institute, reported its results at a briefing in the 
USSR Foreign Ministry Press Center 12 February. Tabulated copies of the po)l results 
were distributed at the briefing. 


Percentage of those replying 


Agree Disagree Don't Know 
1. There will ‘\e no victors in 
a universal nuciear war. The USSR 
anc the United States will be 
totally destroyed 89 4 7 


2. Regardless of the outcome of 

past wars, life has continued. 

Human civilization will perish 

following a universal nuclear war 83 6 11 
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3. <A limited nuclear war is an 
absurdity. If nuclear weapons 
are used, a universal nuclear 
war is inevitable 


4. There are no reasons that 
could justify to mankind the use 
of nuclear weapons 


5. The further buildup and 
improvement of Soviet and U.S. 
nuclear arsenals will give neither 
side any advantage 


6. The stockpiling and imp~ ~ement 
of nuclear weapons increas. :he 
risk of their accidenta\ use 


7. Putting nuclear weapons into 
space will increase the risk of 
their accidental use 


8. The total elimination of 
nuclear weapons is the only way 
to avoid nuclear war 


9. The total elimination of 
nuclear weapons is possible 


.0 A total nuclear test ban will 
be an important step toward 
nuclear disarmament 


11. The elimination of nuclear 
weapons must be accompanied also by 
a reduction in conventional arms 


12. The USSR will never be the 
first to use nuclear weapons 


13. The United States will never be 


the first to use nuclear weapons 


14. The elimination of nuclear 


weapons will increase the likelihood 


of nonuclear East-West conflicts 
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93 


83 


95 


93 


93 


71 


96 


84 


93 


4 8 
3 4 
6 10 


(figures as published] 


2 3 
l 6 
2 5 
6 23 


l 5 


{figures as published] 


37 55 


38 31 


[figures as published] 








15. Since nuclear weapons have 

been invented, they cannot be 

“uninvented."” Therefore, their 

total elimination is impossible 22 48 30 


16. The interests of mankind's 
survival must take precedence over 
all others 96 1 3 


Conference Opens 


LD140722 Moscow TASS in English 0718 GMT 14 Feb 8/7 


[Text] Moscow February 14 TASS — The international forum “For a Nuclear-Free World, 
for the Survival of Humanity” has opened here today. In the course of the three-day 
forum, round-table discussions will be held. Within the framework of these discussions 
more than 900 foreign scholars, people prominent in culture, political, public and 
religious figures, representatives of business circles will discuss together with their 
Soviet colleagues a broad range of issues in connection with the fight for the 
elimination of nuclear threat, for all-round international cooperation. 


Sakharov Speaks 


LD141350 Moscow TASS in English 1338 GMT 14 Feb 86 


[Text] Moscow February 14 TASS — Soviet Academician Andrey Sakharov participating in 
the international forum “For Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of Humanity", which 
opened here today, expressed conviction that a nuclear-free world is possible. 


The academician declared for a drastic cut in the nuclear weapons on the basis of 
stability and equal security. 


This was reported at a briefing by Soviet scholar Lev Semeyko. He also quoted Sakharov 
as speaking out for building up confidence between states, including for a broadening 
of the democratisation processes. 


Academician Sakharov refused to grant an interview to newsmen and said that he would 
address the concluding press-conference on the results of the forum on February 17. 


Sakharov Criticizes SDI 
LD151631 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 1535 GMT 15 Feb 87 


[Excerpts] Moscow, 15 Feb (TASS) — A TASS correspondent reports: The way to 
preserving a star peace and the renunication of any weapons orbiting in space, these 
themes became the sbject of a compelling dialogue for scientists participating in the 
“roundtable,” which is taking place within the framework of the International Forum 
“For a Nuclear-free World, for the Survival of Mankind." [passage omitted] 


Academician Andrey Sakharov spoke condemning SDI. He called it a “destabilizing 
program," negatively affecting the stability of the military-strategic balance. 
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According to the scientist, SDI ill require enormous expenditure of material 
reserv.s. At the same time this program can be countered by the measures of another 
side, including both the development of strategic offensive weapons and the creation of 
means for the destruction of space comvat platforms. These can be created more simply 
and more cheaply, when compared with SDi. The content of his speech was conveyed today 
to journalists at a briefing by Andrey Kokoshin, deputy director of the Institute of 
the USA and Canada, as the “roundtable” session is taking place without representatives 
of the press. 


IZVESTIYA Report on Sakharov 


PM161159 [Editorial Report] Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 16 February 1987 Morning 
Edition carries on page 3 under the headline “Strenuous Days of Debate" a 2,200-word 
report prepared by IZVESTIYA's Press Group citing remarks made by some of the 
participants in the international Moscow forum "For a Nuclear-Free World, for Mankind's 
Survival.” The report includes the following paragraph: 


“At a briefing between sessions Western journalists raised the question of Academician 
A.D. Sakharov's speech. As Italian Professor G. Aarini Bettolo, who chaired the 
session, pointed out, the speech contained a number of interesting arms control 
suggestions and voiced support for the idea of a considerable reduction in nuclear 
forces on the basis of equilibdrium.” 


Scientists’ Roundtable 
LD150330 Moscow Television Service in Russian 2040 GMT 14 Feb 87 


[Special program replacing "Novosti": “For a Nuclear-Free World, for Mankind's 
Survival: Is a Nuclear-free World Possible?" A roundtable discussion of scientists 
attending tne forum conducted by Political Observer Vladimir Pozner, with Hans Peter 
Duerr, of the FRG; Jerome Wiesner and Samuel Ting, of the United States; Frank Barnaby, 
of the UK; and Soviet Academician Yevgeniy Velikhov; Western participants not further 
identified; studio discussion conducted in English with superimposed Russian 
translation; slantlines indicate portions audible in English that differ from Russian 
translation; date not given -- live or recorded] 


[Text] [Announcer] Esteemed comrades! As we reported earlier, the forum, “For a 
Nuclear-Free World, for Mankind's Survival" opened today in Moscow. We present a 
roundtable discussion with some of those taking part. 


{[Pozner] Since the slogan of this forum is, “For a Nuclear-Free World,” I want to ask 
you whether that aim is realistic. Can we hope to achieve it? Who would like to 
answer that question? 


{[Duerr] I see a possibility of radical reductions of nuclear arsenals as the first 
stage. I'm skeptical about the possibility of immediately reducing to zero; that's for 
the future. We need to greatly reduce the quantity of arms to exclude the possibility 
of an accidental conflict, which I think is the main danger. I don't think either side 
will start a war deliberately, but that doesn't mean that war's impossible. The 
situation is extremely unstable, and therefore, as well as the nuclear question, other 
problems also have to be examined. 


{[Tozner] We'll do that. You mentioned a drastic reduction of nuclear weapons: Is 
that realistic? 
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ésrer] From the point of view of security, certainly. Whether it's politically 
realistic is another question. The fact is the political leadership has to deal with a 
population that doesn't understand the difference between nuclear weapons and 
conventional armaments, for which the quantitative aspect is indeed important. People 
have not yet understood that for nuclear weapons there's a very low threshold of 
stockpiling. It only takes a hundred bombs to cause terrible destruction. It follows 
that any quantity above that is pointless. Everyone recognizes this, but it's a point 
of view that has not yet become an effective political doctrine. This is true both of 
political leaders and of nations. In our country, for example, 70 percent of the 
people voted for a freeze, and yet they voted for a President who was against a freeze. 


[Pozner] But didn't they vote for a freeze after they'd elected the President? /Didn't 
that happen that way?/ 


[Wiesner] Yes, and they'd still vote for a freeze. The trouble is they don't trust 
the Soviet Union. That's a fact that has to be faced. They don't realize nuclear 
weapons above a certain point are...[{changes thought] make no contribution to their 
security. 


[Barnaby] In answer to your question, Vladimir, I'd like to say that if we don't 
achieve a radical reduction of nuclear veapons and stop the arms race, a world nuclear 
war will break out. Therefore mankind has the choice: either nuclear disaster and the 
possible destruction of the human race, or nuclear disarmament. It's a simple choice. 


[Pozner] But is it a choice? 


[Wiesner] Nuclear disarmament means different things to different people. For us, 
reducing the number of a few hundred is nuclear disarmament. You probably mean that. 


[Pozner] Certainly. /Well, in that sense.../ Well, that being so, what must be done to 
achieve nuclear Jisarmament, at least in your sense? What do we have to do? 


[Barnaby] Well, the first thing we have to have is a test ban treaty. That's the 
first step. 


elikhov] Yes, but my feeling is that everyone sitting at this table agrees on the 
weed for a radical reduction. If we first reduced them by 50 percent — 75, 95, then, 
as Professor Wiesner said — and he knows what he's talking absut — more than enough 
arms would remain. That course is different in principle from the course toward 
increasing the quantity of arms. Because when you are reducing AMBS, it's a completely 
different state of mind, a completely different situation. Then we'll see the light at 
the end of the tunnel; and that light will be a nuclear-free world. 


[Wiesner] I see. Well, I think the world is moving toward unification; we're living 
through the turmoil of that right now. 


[Pozner] Are there any examples in the world of science of cooperation that would 
indicate that all this is possible? 


[Ting] Well, I think I can give you an example: In nuclear physics, which is my field, 
there's a longstanding tradition of fruitful international cooperation. It began, for 
example, in the Soviet Union, in Dubna, where there's an excellent institute; then, in 
Serpukhov, where for a time there was the biggest accelerator in the world. Now the 
biggest accelerator is being built in Geneva, and taking a very active part in that are 
the Soviet Union, the United States, and also the People's Republic of China. 
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This cooperation is preceeding very successfully, above all, because all the 
participants are sincerely interested in science. Apart from that, it is proceeding 
because governments are supporting this cause. So it is really possible in that 
period. As far as the other fields are concerned, I am insufficiently conversant with 
it, but I hope this also applies to it. 


lesner] All the nuclear powers, and especially the Soviet Union and the United 
~.ates, must understand that, in having so many weapons, each side can operate 
independently, without the most complicated talks. Too much discussion concerns 
monitoring [kontrol], signing various treaties, and there are too few unilateral 
actions. One side could decide upon an important step, and the other would follow it. 
Thus, we can reduce the number of weapcns. Of course, the point comes when monitoring 
and agreements become important. We still have a long way to go before that. 


[Pozner] Are you saying the Soviet Union, and not the United States, could unilaterally 
reduce their armaments, without fear of harming their security, and in the hope the 
other side will do the same? 


[Velikhov] He has made a very important point. He says, if one side takes a step, then 
the other side will follow it. But wi: took that step in 1983, when we stopped testing 
space weapons; that is, antisatellitz weapons. Then we declared a moratorium on 
nuclear tests. In neither case did anrbody follow us. I should like to ask, How many 
such steps must we take? 


[Duerr] You must be persistent, you must continue in the same spirit, and it will 
definitely happen. 


[Wiesner] I agree. 


[Duerr] You must have more patience; you must not expect the other side to immediately 
meet you halfway. 


I admire your boldness regarding the moratorium, although the United States is not 
meeting you halfway. I think that, finally, they will move from their position because 
it is already evident the climate is changing. The question is heard more and more 
frequently: Why don't we stop testing? Time is required. I very much want your 
patience to suffice for you to continue to pursue that path. 


[Pozner] Are you saying that as a European who is watching the two superpowers from 
the sidelines? 


[Duerr] In a certain sense, yes. 
[Pozner] What do you think, as the second European in this room? 


[Barnaby] I do not entirely agree. I think in the political sense monitoring 
[kontrol] is important. It is of cardinal importance. 


[Wiesner] You see, both sides know all that is necessary for their security. No 
mutual monitoring of any kind is necessary. When a lower level is reached, mutual 
monitoring then becomes important. I agree it is important from a political point of 
view, because it speaks of good intentions. From the point of view of national 
security, it has no significance at all. 


{Barnaby} I should like to continue my thought, Vladimir, since there is a connection 
between that issue and what scientists can do. One of the main reasons for my visit is 
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to agree with Academician Velikhiv with regard to the participation of British 
scientists in the experiment on mouitorirg measures being conducted in the Soviet 
Union. It is very important we scientists should prove that monitoring really is an 
important business. That will have a great political impact, and will assist in the 
achievement of an accord on limited nuclear tests, and then an agreement on the 
complete and universal banning of nuclear tests. 


[Wiesner] You don't want to prove that that is an important business because this is a 
political issue, but that the matter is real, and possible. 


[Velikhov] (?It seems to me that) this is an example of very fruitful cooperation. To 
be sure, prior to this experiment there were around 300 meetings of experts in Geneva 
which discussed questions of monitoring. Expenditure on coffee and champagne was 
greater than expenditure on the equipment that we use in Semipalatinsk. [laughter] We 
came to an agreement, and we set up this apparatus in a month. We carried out the 
first phase of the experiment and embarked on the second phase. This showed each and 
every ome that it is possible to verify and monitor even the smallest explosions, 
amounting to just a few tonnes. And so the question of verification can be closed. I 
think this is a good area for scientific cooperation. 


[Wiesner] When I advise your country to be persistent, then of course I give the same 
advice to my own country. It is true they don't always listen to me. In the United 
States we often swing like a pendulum in seeking a solution. We have had 
administrations that have wanted to achieve nuclear dsarmament — not disarmament but 
significant reductions. At times your country has not been ready for this. We had to 
be patien*® and not give up on our aims and hope that in the not too distant future 
there would be two administrations, both yours and ours, which would simultaneously 
aspire toward this ain. 


“Pozner] Some people are saying we have reached the final crossroad; that is, that we 
aave reached the moment when we must make a choice. It is like a Russian fairy tale, 
when the hero stands on a road which splits into three. Hiaz fate depends entirely on 
the direction he chooses. Don't you think we have reached this point, the time in 


history when we must choose. Is there still time? 


{[Wiesner] That depends on what you mean. Right now, we cannot reach any final 
solution to the question of nuclear weapons, although that is what we would like. If, 
let's say, another 3 years go by, then it won't be too late. There is another aspect: 
We are expending resources needed to protect the ervironment, to protect people. The 
day will come when there will be irreversible processes in our climate throughout the 
ecosystem. Then it will be too late to reverse the process. If even now we are using 
all our resources to produce nuclear weapons instead of looking after the health of the 
planet, the day will come when we will be very sorry. It is still not too late, but we 


have little time. 


([Duerr]) I agree with Jerome Wiesner, but nonetheless I think we really have reached a 
parting of the ways, at least as far as space weapons are concerned. We must make a 
decision. If we take the wrong path, the damage will be enormous, and following 
Wiesner's example, I would say, let’s not use up resources on weapons; let's use them 
to resolve the global problems facing mankind. That will bring us closer together, for 
we will all come to a greater understanding that we are all in the same boat. That is 
an extremely important truth, and political figures should understand it. As for the 
environment, developing countries, energy resources and so on we must resolve these 
problems as part of a whole. The military aspect is, to some degree, secondary, 
although it may ruin us. It too must be resolved. This must in essence all be done at 


the same time. 
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.Pozner] Dr Ting, what do you think? Are we at a crossroad? 


[Ting] Usually it takes between 10 to 15 years to creite a nev system. If you look 
back over the last 30 years, then you will see that radical changes took place every 10 
to 14 years. 


{Pozner] You are talking about military systems, about military equipment? 


[Ting] Yes, military. Therefore it is undoubtedly true that sooner this movement is 
stopped the better. 


[Pozner] Professor Barnaby, what do you think about the crossroad theory. 


[Barnaby] It is possible we are talking about a 10-year term. I think if we spend 
$100 billion per year on military science, and that indeed is what we are spending; if 
500,000 scientists are involved in military research, that is 1 in 4 scientists — if 
this continues for 10 years then the possibility of a cat.strophe is perfectly 
realistic. Therefore, I consider this to be an urgent problem. 


[Wiesner] The catastrophe may happen right now. The danger does not lie in the Soviet 
leader on the U.S. President deliberately unleashing a nuclear war. The danger lies: in 
the fact the system can launch itself. That can happen right now, as we speak, and not 
10 years from now. 


[Barnaby] There is another danger: Nuclear war may start in the Near East, spread to 
the European Continent, and draw in the superpowers, 


{Pozner] That danger does exist, but this theme is outside the framework of our 
discussion. Academician Velikhov, what is your view of the crossroad theory? 


[Velikhov] I agree with Professor Duerr. Weapons have existed on the ground, in the 
air, and on the water for many thousands of years. There are no weapons in space — 
space is free. We have the historic possibility of keeping space free of weapons. 
This, I think, is very important. If any country sites weapons in space, then after 
this, from the technical point of view, it is extremely simple to litter space with the 
most varied military rubbish. 


[Wiesner] I believe there is no chance for space to be entirely free of weapons. The 
point is space is on unsuitable place for the siting of weapons — everyone understands 
that. Weapons are vulnerable in space. If the United Staes or the Soviet Union sites 
weapons in space, then the other side will take the necessary steps to make itself 
secure. This is an unsuitable place for the siting of weapons. 


[Velikhov] I agree. Space is a very attractive place, too, if you consider how many 
weapons you can site there. 


[Wiesner] Space looks attractive until you look at it! [Laughter] 


{[Pozner] Perhaps! I would lite to thank all of you, and wish you success. Your 
efforts are much needed by all of us. Once again, thank you. 
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East Germans Participate 
LD141057 East Berlin ADN International Service in German 0804 GMT 14 Feb 87 


[Excerpts] Moscow, 14 Feb 87 (ADN) — Under the motto “For a Nuclear-Free World, for 
the Survival of Humanity”, an international forum for peace began on Saturday morning 
in Moscow. The 2 days of discussions are attended by about 900 prominent 
representatives of political and social life, scientists, cultural workers, business 
people as well as religious dignitaries from more than 80 countries. [passage omitted] 


Representing the GDR at the discussion between natural scientists are Professors 
Guenther Drefahl, Werner Scheler, Werner Kalweit, Heinz Stiller and Karl Lanius. The 
roundtable discussion “on Ways of Survival in our Mutually Dependent World” is attended 
by Professor Helmut Koziolek while Professor Moritz Mebel is attending the discussion 
of medical experts. Hermann Kant, Stephan Hermalin and Professor Hans-Peter Minetti are 
invited to the discussion among cultural workers. The meeting of economic experts is 
attended by Prof Hans-Joachim Lemnitzer while the circle of religious figures includes 
Bishop Horst CGienke, senior church official Christa Lewek and Dr. Peter Kirchner. 
[passage omitted] 


Television Coverage 


LD161654 [Editorial report] Moscow Television Service in Russian at 0755 GMT on 16 
February 1987 links up with All-Union Radio for an “Intervision"” relay of the forum 
"For a Nuclear-Free World, For the Survival of Mankind" held in Moscow's Great Kremlin 
Palace. 


At 0758 GMT the audience applauds, the entrance of CPSU Central Secretary Mikhail 
Sergeyevich Gorbachev and other participants. 


\t O800 GMT USSR Academy of Sciences Vice President Yevgeniy Pavlovich Velikhov opens 
the proceedings. He notes that the forum has over 1,000 participants for over 80 
countries and continues: 


"I would like also to mention with the deepest respect and say a few words about our 
colleague the U.S. Astrophysicist Dr Hayden, who has already been om a hunger strike 
for over 120 days with a call to governments to make a real pledge to destroy nuclear 
weapons by the year 2000. His friend Dr Teller is taking part in our forum. He is a 
well known designer of nuclear weapons, who has concluded it is necessary to eliminate 
them completely. He conveys to you, Mikhail Sergeyevich his expression of support for 
the 15 January ideas. Dr Teller also proposes that forum participarts should sign an 
address from us to Dr Hayden. Those who wish to sign will find this appeal in the 
foyer.” 


Next, Velikhov introduces a succession of foreign participants, each of whom addresses 
the conference. 


The first such speaker is Prof Bernard Lown of Harvard University and a member of the 
organization “International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear war" [IPPNW]. 
Lown, speaking in English with a superimposed Russian translation, praises the efforts 
of Dr Chazov and the IPPNW to avert war. He says that the United States needs 
glasnost, not “jumbled incoherence." Referring to the Soviet nuclear test moratorium, 
Lown says: “The Soviet moratorium, which continued for such a long period, was a 
courageous step which was supported worldwide; we doctors hope that the Soviet Union 


112 








will further extend its moratorium.” Lown goes on to discuss the results at Reykhavik 
and the need for funds to combat disease in the third world. 


“he next to speak is Prof Frank Von Hipple of Princeton University, Listed in bureau 
records as coauthor of ADVICE AND DISSENT, subtitled SCIENTISTS IN THE PUBLIC ARENA. 


Yon Hipple, speaking in English with a superimposed Russian trenslation, praises the 
Soviet ouclear test moratorium and says that nuclear stockpiles respresent a serious 
course. Next he says that SDI would not be a sensible course to adopt and says that 
tetsi abolition is the only solution. Vom Hipple refers also to the possibility of a 
“second wave of detente” and speaks about scientific cooperation in the study of 
Halley's Comet. 


He goes on to say: “Academician Andrey Sakharov took part in our discussions. He 
stressed the importance of openness and glasnost to ensure that there is a growth of 
trust between the representatives of different countries. And this view is shared by 
many cf the forum participants.” (Sakharov is picked out by the camera twice during 
the session — during speeches by Egon Bahr and by M.S. Gorbachev). Von Hipple further 
says: "Mr General Secretary, we consider that the process of democratization and 
openness that is taking place in the Soviet Union at the present time is very 


important.” 


Below the superimposed Russian translation Von Hipple can be heard to add in English 
“and could make a great contribution to the ending of the nuclear arms race.” 


The next speaker to be introduced is Rinaldo Ossola, head of the Italian-Soviet Chamber 
of Commerce. Ossola, speaking in English with a superimposed Russian translation, 
notes that the forum is evidence of a significant shift in the world situation and an 
improvement in the international climate. He says that the Soviet Union is developing 
in a democratic direction. 

Next, Egon Bahr of the FRG addresses the meeting. Speaking in English with a 
superimposed Russian tranelation, he said thet he speaks on behalf of political 
scientists, who examined the situation after Reykjavik and discussed the abolition of 
nuclear weapons. He points out that the possibility of mutual assured destruction 
should be replaced by the possibility of mutual assured security. 


Velikhov then introduces Metropolitan Pavel Mor Grigoryev, a religious figure from 
India. Speaking in English with a superimposed Russian translation, Grigoryev praises 
the Soviet nuclear test moratorium nd accuses the United States of continuing the arms 
race. Speaking of the work of religious figures at the forum, he says: "We 
concentrated on three elements: the human factor, the need for a new moral 
international order and the role of religious organizations, especially in cooperation 
with other forces in our common struggle to achieve a world free of nuclear weapons and 
to create a new society without war and without violence as was stated in the 
declaration signed at New Delhi.” 


Next to speak is British author Graham Greene. Speaking in English with a superimposed 
Russian translation, Greene summarizes the results of the work of the culture and arts 
group at the forum and notes the dangers of substituting words for action. Greene 
talks about the traditional hostility between Catholics and communists, but notes that 
they are cooperating in Latin America “against the death squads in El Salvador, against 
the Contras in Nicaragua and against General Pinochet in Chile.” He says: “There are 
no divisions between Catholics and communists on these questions.” Green concludes by 
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saying: “I even have a dream, Mr Generai Secretary, that one day — perhaps before |! 
die — I shall know that there is an ambassador for the Soviet Union giving good advice 
in the vatican. 


Velikhov next introduces retired British General Michael Harbottle. Speaking i» 
English with a superimposed Russian translation, Harbott!e speaks of the work of the 
Group of Generals for Peace and Disarmament. He speaks of his pride at representing 
the NATO group of retired generals at the forum and says: “I would like to pay my 
respects to Anatoliy Dobrynin, because in 1982 he helped me to speak to the retired 
generals from the Warsaw Pact countries, and in 1984 we had our first meeting”. 
Harbottle concludes by saying: “In the future we must work out new standards for 
security based on other than military fectors”. 


The final foreign participant at this session is Veselin Neyk, chief editor of the 
Bulgarian magazine NATURE PROTECTION. Speaking in Bulgarian with a superimposed 
Russian translation, Neyk voices gratitude for the chance to participate in the forum 
and speaks of the relevance of the forum for the protection of the environment. 


After the addresses by the foreign speakers, Velikhov introduces CPSU Gereral Secretary 
Mikhail Sergeyevict Gorbachev after which the relay concludes at 1020 GMT. 


Gorbachev Addresses Forum 
LD161435 Moscow Television Service in Russian 0918 GMT 16 Feb 87 


[Speech by CPSU General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev at the forum “For «a Nuclear-Free 
World, for the Survival of Mankind” held at the Great Kremlin Palace in Moscow — Live] 


[Text] Ladies and gentlemen, comrades, 


The destinies of the world and the future of humanity have concerned the best minds in 
various lands ever since man first thought of the morrow. Until relatively recently 
these and related reflections have been seen as an imaginative exercise, as the other 
worldly pursuits of philosophers, scholars and theologians. In the past decades, 
however, these problems have moved onto a highly practical plane. The reasons are 
obvious, I think, to everyone here present. 


The development and subsequent stockpiling of nuclear weapons and of their delivery 
vehicles beyond all reasonable bounds have made mun technically capable of terminating 
his own existence. The simultaneous accumulation of explosive social material in the 
world, and attempts to continue tackling forcefuliy, with stone age methods, the 
problems of a cardinally altered world make catastrophe highly likely in political 
terms, as well. The militarization of mentality and of the way of life weakens and 
even removes altogether any moral inhibitions with regerd to nuclear suicide. 


We have no right to forget that the first step, which ie always the most risky, already 
has been made. Nuclear weapons have been used against human beings, and used twice. 
There are dozens — I repeat dozens — of recorded and acknowledged moments when the 
possibility of using such weapons against other countries was seriously considered. I 
am not scying this by way of criticism or condemnation, though they are more than 
merited. I am saying this to stress once again how close mankind has come to the point 
of no return. 
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World War i shocked contemporaries for its unprecedented scale of destruction and 
suffering, for the brutality and technical impersonality of the process of 
annihilation, but appalling as the wounds it inflicted were, World War II surpassed the 
records — if that word can be used in this case — of World War I many times over. 


Ome strategic submarine today carries a destructive punch equivalent to several World 
War II's. There are scores of such submarines and their nuclear systems are far fros 
beirg the only ones. The imagination is powerless to envision ‘he hell and = he 
negation of the idea of man if any part, however emall. of the present neclear arsenal 
is used. 


World War II, like World War I, was followed by attempts to arrange the world in such «a 
way as to preclude the repetition of the wholesale slaughter of peoples. Although 
these attempts have not quite lived up to expectations, they have nevertheless left 
some trace. There is the United Nations Organization; there are regional and other 
structures for state-to-state and public contacts — structures that did not exist 
before. In brief, the political search continues for ways to break the world community 
out of the vicious “logic” that resulted in the world wars. 


A nuclear war would leave no problems, and there would be no one left to sit at the 
negotiating table, let alone the negotiating tree-stump or stone. There would be no 
second Noah's Ark for « ouclear deluge, everyone seems to understand this. So it is 
time to realize that we can no longer expect things to take care of themselves. There 
are still quite a few people in the world who think precisely in this way. 
International contacts and the policy of governments and states have to be brought into 
line with the realities of the nuclear age without delay. The question stands Like 
this: Either political mentality is geared to the requirements of the times, or 
civilization and Life iteelf on earth may perish. 


In all human affairs, and especially in international politics, we should not for «a 
moment forget the currently dominant contradiction between war and peace, between the 
existence and nonexistence of humanity, and we gust work to resolve it in good time and 
in favor of peace. This requires us to seek out, foster, and share with each other all 
the best that history has produced, to look for new creative approaches to chronic 
problems. 


Not merely the progress but the very survival of the human race depends on whether or 
mot we find the strength and courage to overcome the threats hidden in the modern 
world. We believe that there are grounds for expecting so. A notable feature of 
recent decades has been that for the first time in ite history mankind as « whole, and 
not only individual representatives, has begun to feel that is as one entity, to see 
glotel relationships between man, society, and nature, and to assess the consequences 
of the ecale of mankind's material activities. This feeling did not come alone, it has 
brought with it a struggle to remove the nuclear threat. It cannot be denied that it 
already has become a great moral and political school in which the masses of the peopie 
and whole nations are learning the difficult but necessary art of living in peace with 
each other, of striking a balance between general and particular interests, of looking 
at the present and future boldly, square on, of comprehending them, and, in doing 60, 
drawing due conclusions for action. Your forum is evidence of this. 


Ladies and gentlemen, Comrades, 
Before describing the substance of all these problems in detail, I wish, on behalf of 


the people ard the government of the Soviet Union, to extend cordial greetings to you 
all — participants in the Moscow forum — politicians and journalists, businessmen and 
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scholars, doctors and people of culture and the arts, writers and representatives of 
various churches. We value and appreciate that such a forum is being held and that 
such a great number of famous and influential people have gathered for it from all over 
the world. We understand that every one of you has duties and commitments. 
Nevertheless you postgoned them and traveled the thousands of kilometers here to voice 
your concerns, to share your thoughts with people worried by the same problems. 


This alone is very significant, for the forum includes representatives of var 
population strata, people from all continents, from dozens of states. 


The forum is a true embodiment of world public opinion. The ideas of the forum, the 
cares and sentiment that have brought you here are near and dear to the Soviet peoop'c 
and they can understand thes. It is in thie spirit that I once again sddress wor’s« of 
greetings aid gratitude to you for the work you have done these past days as described 
by representatives of all the roundtables, and I think that the voice of this forum, of 
each of you, will be heeded soome~ or later. We are encouraged by the fact that for 
all the diversity of opinions, views, positions, and evaluations, the ealient feature 
of the forum has been « common wish to pool efforts against the nuclear danger, and ‘© 
tackling other global issues before mankind. It is very important that the ideas ©”! 
spirit of the forw: have reached the broad public and political circles and, mor: 
important still, have been reflected in the work of those at the helm of states. As | 
understand it, this desire was expressed by all the representatives here at you 
general meeting the Great Kremlin Palace. At any rate, the Soviet Government will give 
due attention to what has been stated at the forum. This must be so because ther 
ideas concern the most vital and most essential thing — how to save a future fo 
mankind. 


I have a few things to say on the matters discussed at the forum and I wish to present 
the point of view of our government, but before doing that, I would like to draw your 
attention to the following: 


You have arrived in the Soviet Union at a time when essentially revolutionary chanres 
are under way tere; they are of immense significance for our society, for socialism = 
a whole, and for the entire world. It is only by understanding their content, meaning, 
and aims that one can form a correct opinion about our international policy. Before my 
people, before you, and before the whole world, I state with full responsibility that 
our international policy is more than ever determined by domestic policy, by owr 
interest in concentrating on constructive endeavors to improve our country. This is 
why we need lasting peace, predictability and constructiveness in internation! 
relations. It is often said — we still hear it — that there is some threat stemminr 
from the USSR, a Soviet threat to peace and freedom. I must say that the 
reorganization that we have launched on such a ecale and which is irreversible show 
everyone: This is where we want to direct our resources; this is where our thougl!« 
are going; these are our actual programs and intentions; on this we intend to spend the 
intellectual energy of our society. 


t'” 


Our main idea is to bring out the potential of socialism through activating all the 
people's strength. To do so we need full and free functioning of all public and state 
agencies, of all production collectives and creative unions, new forms of civir 
activity and restoration of those which were unfairly forgotten. In brief, we want » 
broad democratization of all society. Further democratization is also the main 
guarantee of the irreversible nature of the ongoing processes. We want more socialirnm 
and hence more democracy. This is how we are continuing the cause of our gre": 
revolution. And our peoples have welcomed this enthusiastically. 
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To preclude any false interpretation and speculation (we hear a lot of it from 
West), I wish to emphasize that we are going about our reforms in accordance with ov 
own socialist choice, on the basis of our notions about social values, and are guide: 
by criteria cf the Sowiet way of life. We measure our successes and our mistake 
solely by socialist yardsticks, but we want to be understood and we hope that the world 
community will at last acknowledge that our desire to make our country better will bert 
mo one and that the world will only gain from this. 


Reorganization is an invitation to any social system to compete with socialicn 
peacefully. We will be able to prove in practice that such competition benefits 
universal progress and world peoce, but for such competition to take place and unfold 
in civilized forms worthy of 2ist Century humanity, we must have a new outlook and 
overcome mentality, stereotypes, and dogmas inherited from a past that is gone, never 
to return. It took time fcz> our society and the Soviet leadership to develop an 
interest in the new mode of thinking. We pond+red a good deal; we criticized ourselves 
and others and asked ourselves difficult and challenging questions before we saw things 
as they ere and became convinced that new approsches and methods are required for 
resolving international problems ir. today's complex and contradictory world, a world at 
a crossroads. We came to conclusions that made us review something that once had 
seemed axiomatic, since after Hiroshima and WNagaseki world war ceased to be a 
continuation of politics by other means. Nuclear war would incinerate the architects 
of such policy, too. We made ourselves face the fact that the stockpiling and 
sophistication of nuclear armaments mean the human race has lost its immortality. [t 
can be regained only by destroying nuclear weapons. We rejected any right for leaders 
of a country, be it the USSR, the United States, or another, to pass a death sentence 
on mankind. We are not judges and the billions of people are not criminals to be 
punished, so the nuclear guillotine must be broken. The nuclear powers must overstep 
their nuclear shadow and enter a nuclear-free world, thus ending the alienation of 
politics from the general human norms of ethics. A nuclear tornado would sweep away 
socialists and capitalists, the just and sinners alike. Ie this situation moral? We 
Communists do not think it is. 


It may be said that we have come the hard way to the new outlook which is called upon 
to bridge the gap betwren political practice and universal oral and ethical 
standards. tLast year at the party congress, the highest forue of Soviet society, we 
set forth our vision of the world, our philosophical concept of its present and future, 
but we did not confine ourselves to proclaiming our theoretical doctrine. On its basis 
we formulated a definite political platform for an all-embracing system of 
international security. It is precisely a system, and it rests on the principle that 
one’s own security cannot be built at the expense of others. It is a system that 
organically blends all the main spheres of security: military, political, economic, 
and humanitarian. 


In the military and political domain we put forward a program to abolish nuclear 
weapons by the year 2000. It was announced on behalf of the Soviet people 13 months 
ago, on January 15, 1986. We are convinced that this date will go down in the history 
of the struggle to save civilization from death. Prior to that, we moved that al! 
nuclear explosions be halted, and repeatedly extended our unilateral moratorium. We 
conceived the idea of the Reykjavik summit and took there initiatives which, had the 
other side responded, would have signified the end of the arms race and a radical turn 
towards disarmament and the elimination of the nuclear danger. Along with our allies, 
we undertook bold and large-scale steps concerning confidence-building measures and the 
reduction of conventional arms and armed forces in Europe. We expressed ieadiness to 
have chemical weapons totally abolished. In Viadivostok, we invited Asian and Pacific 
countries to search jcintly for security for each and all in that huge and rising 











region of the world, for mutually advantageous and equal cooperation. We signed the 
Delhi deciaration, in which our philosophical and political approach to _ the 
construction of a nuclear-weapon-free and nonviolent world merge with the approach of 
the great India and the billions of people represented by the Nonaligned Movement. As 
firm advocates of a new world economic order, we formulated and submitted for 
consideration by everyone a concept of international economic security. Finally, our 
new approach to the humanitarian problems from the “Third Helsinki Basket" is there for 
all to see. I must disappoint those who think that this has been the result of 
pressure on us from the West, that we want to gain someone's fancy in the pursuit of 
some ulterior motives. 


No, we do not. This, too, is a result of the new way of thinking. Thus, in every 
direction we seek to translate our philosophical vision of the world into practical 
politics. Naturally enough, it takes confidence for a new edifice of international 
security to be erected and cemented. We understand that the road to it is not simple, 
and that it is not only we who are to cover it, although we — if you recall our 
history — have more cause for mistrust. I will not go into polemics about that. Let 
me just state that along with a deficit of new attitudes everyone feels a shortfall of 
confidence. I am not going to look into the reasons for this situation on a wider 
plane, although much might be said. We now must look forward, not be captives of the 


past. 


Confidence needs to be built up through experience in cooperation, through knowing each 
other better, through solving common problems. It is wrong in principle to say that 
first comes confidence and then all the rest: Disarmament, cooperation, and joint 
projects. Confidence — its creation, consolidation, and development -- comes from 
common endeavor. This is the rational way. In any case, that is what we think. 


I repeat: Everyone must begin with himself. It is not the pose of a self-appointed 
supreme judge of the whole world but respect for others and an unbiased and 
self-critical view toward one's own society that international relations need so badly 
now. One of the chief results of the reconstructive drive in the Soviet Union is a 
general and un/‘versal boost in confidence for our society. This bolsters our 
conviction that it is possible to establish trust in the sphere of international 
relations too. The new mode of thinking is still laboring to break through in world 
politics; trust is making around very slowly. I think this is why more and more people 
are realizing that the fate of the major cause of our time should not be left to 
politicians alone. This cause does not concern only politicians. We are witnessing 
the emergence and rise of a worldwide mass movement embracing scientists, intellectuals 
of different professions, clergymen, women, young people, children (more and more), and 
even former military men and generals — they are here, taking part in the work of the 
forum — who know full well what modern weapons are. This is the result of people 
becoming more and more aware of the state of the world, what a very dangerous point it 
has come to and how real the impending threat is. I believe that your forum is a major 
contribution to the mass movement for a nuclear-free world and for mankind's survival. 
I welcome the contribution made by the Moscow forum. 


I would like to say a few words here about the Reykjavik meeting. It was not a 
failure; it was a breakthrough. That was not just another round of negotiations but a 
moment of truth, when a momentous opportunity to embark upon the path leading to a 
nuclear-weapon-free world was glimpsed. The Reykjavik meeting made such a great 
impression everywhere in the world because we approached the issue of reducing nuclear 
arsenals in an entirely new conceptual key, as a political and psychological problem 
rather than just a military and technical one. We almost found a solution, but what 
are we to do with that almost which stopped us from reaching the finish in Reykjavik? 
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I shall not discuss here why that happened; I hope you know our view. What I want to 
say is that when, at a certain moment, both sides agreed at Reykjavik to make deep cuts 
in their nuclear arsenals and then eliminate them entirely, they virtually recognized 
that nuclear weapons can no longer effectively guarantee security. It was an important 
political judgement. What happened in Reykjavik irreversibly changed the nature and 
essence of the debate about a future world. However, some people were scared by the 
new opportunities and they now are pulling back hard. However, hard though the past 
may tug, there is no returning to it. I am sure that mankind can and will throw off 
the chains of nuclear weapons quite soon, but this will require a fight, a hard 


struggle. 


The new political outlook sets out to raise civilization to a qualitatively new level. 
This alone serves to show that it is no one-off adjustment of position but a 
methodology for international affairs. 


There is probably no one in this hall or elsewhere who considers nuclear weapons 
innocuous. However, quite a few people sincerely believe them an evil necessary to 
prevent a greater evil -- war. This viewpoint underlies the doctrine of nuclear 
deterrence. 


Let me say the following: 


First, even if we stick to this doctrine, we would have to admit that the nuclear 
safeguard is not failsafe or of endless duration. It may at any time become a death 
sentence to mankind. The bigger the nuclear arsenals, the less chance they will be 
kept obedient. The proliferation of those weapons, the increasing sophistication of 
the technical systems allied to them, the increasing scale of transportation, and the 
constant risk of technical failure, human weakness, or malice, taken together represent 
an enormous set of chance factors on which the survival of mankind depends. 


Second, if we look at deterrence from a different angle, we see that it is, in fact, a 
policy based on intimidation. Each model of behavior has its inner logic. When 
threats are a political means, the natural wish is that each such threat should be 
taken seriously. For them, one has always to back up threats by definite action. In 
this case, that means military force. The only conclusion one can draw is that the 
policy of deterrence, considered in a historical context, does not reduce the risk of 
military conflict. In fact, it further increases that risk. Nevertheless, even after 
Reykjavik, some leaders continue to cling to such a doctrine. The most adamant 
supporters of that doctrine are those who are inclined, in a confrontation with us, to 
appeal to morality, but what is their own moral face, from the viewpoint of normal 
contemporary morality? They are convinced, and make no secret of the fact, that 
speaking with and building relations with others can and must be done caly on the basis 
of threats, force, and the permanent possibility of using that force. How would we 
react if we met such a person in the street? Why do such standards, which long have 
been recognized as primitively savage in relations between individuals, continue to be 
considered by seemingly highly enlightened figures as almost a natural norm in 
interstate relations? 


Third, when disarmament is discussed, a common thesis is that man is violent by nature, 
that he has a "war" instinct, and that this instinct is indestructible. Is war then 
the perpetual concomitant of human existence? If we accept this view, we shall have to 
reconcile ourselves to the continuous development of ever more sophisticated weapons of 
mass destruction. Such thinking is unacceptable; it is reminiscent of times when ever 
more sophisticated weapons were invented and used to conquer other peoples and to 
enslave and pillage them. That past is no model for the future. Man living on the 
threshold of the 2lst century knows a great deal and can do a great deal. That is why 


119 








he must realize the need to demilitarize the world. We believe it is possible to build 
such a world and we shall do everything to ensure the success of what is perhaps the 
most ambitious social goal ever. 


The theme of nuclear deterrence has another aspect. In politics one must not forget 
the problem of the rational and the irrational. This is particularly so in our complex 
world, where the very content of such notions is most subject to the particular 
historical experience of the peoples and to very different political cultures and 
traditions, and many other factors. It is very difficult to find a common denominator 
that would seem rational to all. This confirms the fact that the more nuclear weapons 
there are, the greater the risk of a fatal malfunction. Nevertheless, the development 
of more powerful and sophisticated, what are cynically called exotic weapons continues. 


The uniqueness, I might even say drama, of the situation is emphasized by the threat of 
the arms race spreading into space. If this happened, the very idea of arms control 
would be compromised. Distrust, mutual suspicion, and the temptation to be the first 
to deploy new weapon systems would increase tremendously. I think this is clear to 
anyone, however ignorant of military matters. Destabilization would become a reality 
and would be frought with a crisis. The risk of accidental war would increase by 
several orders. 


We regret that continued American testing put an end to our moratorium. Yet, our 
initiative has not been wasted. By our moratorium we showed the world that not staging 
nuclear tests is realistic, provided the political will exists. I wish to assure this 
authoritative audience and reply to Dr Lown, who urged us to extend the moratorium: 
The Soviet Union will not relinquish its efforts to get nuclear testing banned and to 
bring about major reduction and eventually the complete elimination of nuclear 
stockpiles. 


Now I would like to talk about the passions that flared up in recent days about the 
deployment of a first phase of SDI. The advoates of deployment insist on a broader 
interpretation of the ABM Treaty. Incidentally, while debates on this subject are 
going on in Washington and between NATO allies, the administration already has 
officially suggested in Geneva the legitimization of such an interpretation. So these 
discussions are not a method of sounding out public opinion. This is close to being 
the real policy, if it is not already the real policy. This should disturb us all. In 
fact, it is a matter of demolishing the ABM Treaty. From the very start, the political 
and philosophical essence of the latter was to ensure stability due to the absence of 
antimissile defense, and in this way to end the eternal competition between the sword 
and the shield, which is particularly dangerous in a nuclear age. We arrived at thw 
ABM Treaty as a result of a lengthy discussion lasting many years, in which the best 
minds, capable of assessing the whole situation, took part. This was recognized then, 
and today they want to smash the treaty through a broad interpretation of the ABM 
Treaty, which is a most important obstacle to the arms race. If the treaty is 
destroyed, the nuclear missile race will acquire new dimensions and will be 
complemented by the arms race in outer space, the inevitable consequences of which I 
have just mentioned. 


In November 1985, President Reagan and I made the following pledge in Geneva: Two 
prevent an arms race in space and to terminate it on earth, to Limit and reduce nuclear 
arms, and to enhance strategic stability. This was signed in Geneva in the joint 
statement. By undermining the ABM Treaty, the U.S. Administration scorns that pledge 
and the signature the United States put to that termless treaty 15 years ago. 


The situation requires stricter observance of international law rather than undermining 
it or knocking out major elements of it. 
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Another matter we are considering is why some countries are arrogating a right to 
invent and develop new weapon systems which, even if not deployed or used, threaten 
other countries and peoples. This problem tanscends the borders of national 
sovereignty; it is an international problem. 


Here is yet another problem: At present, the national sovereignty of a state extends 
to the atmosphere above it. Every state has the right to defend it from intrusion. 
Weapons in space would create a far greater threat. So the aim of the plans to deploy 
weapons in space is to create a new instrument of blackmail against independent 
states. Is it not time to enter into international law a ban on the deployment of any 
weapons in space over the heads of people in other countries? [applause] Of course, 
I reckoned on louder and more concerted applause, but that will do. [applause] 


Now allow me to deal with another major reality of our time. It also requires a new 
way of thinking. I mean the unprecedented diversity and increasing interconnection and 
integrity of the world. Our world is united not only by internationalization of 
economic life and by powerful information and communications media, but also faces the 
common danger of nuclear death, ecological catastrophe, and global explosion of the 
poverty-wealth contradictions of its different regions. The world today is a multitude 
of states, each having its unique history, traditions, customs, and way of life. Each 
people and country has ite own truth, its own national interests, and its own 
aspirations. This is the most important reality in today's world. It did not exist 
30-40 years ago. This is a reality that manifested itself as a result of the choice 
made by the peoples themselves. They have chosen their path of social development. 
However, this process has been faster than the ability of some politicians to grasp the 
meaning of irreversible change. in the sphere of nuclear weapons and in other spheres 
they live to old preconceptions. The way out is also in bridging the gap between the 
fast pace of events and the realization of what is going on and what consequences it 
may have. This must be done before it is too late. 


We know that some leaders still view the world as their domain and declare their vital 
interests wherever they like. This stimulates the arms race because such views result 
from a policy of strength designed for political and economic domination. This is an 
ingrained, antiquated mentality from the time when it was considered right to exploit 
other peoples, manage their resources, and decide their destinies, taking the law into 
their own hands. To what does the preservation of these views lead? To new regional 
conflicts and to the incitement of hatred. Such conflicts assume dangerous 
proportions, involving more and more countries as their interests are affected directly 
or indirectly. Regional conflicts have a very negative impact on international 
relations as a whole. People are being killed in wars, declared and undeclared, at the 
front and in the rear. Countries suffering from abject poverty and mass hunger are 
being drawn into a wasteful arms race. 


The settlement of regional conflicts is a dictate of our time. Our initiatives on the 
Middle East may serve as an example of our approach to the problem. It is a wajor 
nerve centre on our planet. The interests of many nations, and not only of the Arabs 
and Israel, intersect there. It is a crossroad of histories, religions, and cultures. 
Therefore we believe in the need for a very responsible, cautions, and even delicate 
approach. Power politics, piracy, and constant threats of force are unacceptable. 


We say: Let us search and act together. This applies to the Iran-Iraq war, the 
Central American crisis, the Afghan problem, and the situation in the south of Africa 
and in Indochina. The main thing is to honor the rights of the peoples to decide their 
own destiny themselves, not to interfere in the internal affairs of other states. 
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We are against all attempts to artificially destroy historical ties. Yet, justice 
requires regulation of international economic activities so that the rich cannot rob 
the poor. Can one live content in a world where three-quarters of the countries are 
deep in debt, while a handfual of states are omnipotent usurers? If the situation does 
not change, there will be a social explosion that could destroy modern civilization. A 
fair political settlement of regional conflicts is prompted by the same logic of an 
interrelated and integral world, logic that also requires the solution of other global 
problems such as food, ecology, energy, and worldwide literacy, education, and medical 
care. 


Another plight of the modern world is terrorism. It is a great evil, yet, as I have 
said recently, attempts to wipe it out by state-sponsored terrorism are a still greater 
crime against humanity. 


This method leads to more deaths and undermines international law and the sovereignty 
of states, and that is witlLout mentioning moral principles and justice. It creates a 
vicious circle of violence and bloodshed, the overall situation deteriorates. We have 
already said at the UN and other international fora — and I would like to say it again 
today -- we are prepared to cooperate with all other countries in fighting every 
manifestation of terrorism. 


All the problems I have spoken of here today are important, and with their solution new 
vistas will open up before human civilization. Yet, their dependence on one another is 
not identical: Without halting the arms race we shall not be able to solve any other 
problems. The Soviet Union and the Soviet people consider themselves part of an 
international community. The worries of all mankind are our worries, its pain is our 
pain and its hopes are our hopes. With all the differences between us, we all must 
learn to preserve our one big family of humanity. 


At our meeting in Geneva, the U.S. President said that if the earth faced an invasion 
by extraterrestrials, the United States and the Soviet Union would join forces to repel 
such an invasion. I shall not dispute the hypothesis, though I think it is early to 
worry about such an intrusion. It is more important to think about the troubles that 
have entered our common home. It is more important to realize the need to eliminate 
the nuclear threat and accept there is no roof on earth or in space to save us if a 
nuclear storm broke out. 


Our idea of creating a comprehensive system of international security, and our other 
initiatives clearly show that the Soviet Union is willing and ready to renounce its 
nuclear power status and reduce all other armaments to a minimum reasonable amount. 
The USSR does not want anything it would deny others and does not seek even an ounce 
more security than has the United States. However, the Soviet Union will never agree 
to an abridged status or discrimination. 


Look at all our proposals. They do not mean leaving any of our weapons outside 
negotiations. Our principle is simple: All weapons must be limited and reduced, and 
those of wholesale annihilation eventually scrapped. Should we have any balance to 
redress, we must redress it not by letting the one short of some elements build them 
up, but by having the one with more of them scale them down. The historic goal before 
us, that of a demilitarized world, will have to be achieved stage by stage, of course. 
In each phase there definitely must be respect for mutual interests and a balance of 
reasonable sufficiency constantly declining. Everyone must realize and agree: Parity 
in a potential to destroy one another several times over is madness and absurdity. 


It is important, in our view, while scaling down militdry confrontation, to carry 
through such measures as would make it possible to lessen, or better still, altogether 
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exclude the possibility of a surprise attack. The most dangerous offensive arms must 
be removed from the zone of contact. Quite naturally, military doctrines must be 
purely of defensive nature. 


Already I have had occasion to say that now that we are coming to consider’ major 
measures for actual disarmament affecting the most sensitive area of national 
security. The Soviet Union will be pressing for the most stringent system of 
supervision and verification, including international verification. There must be 
complete certainty that the commitments are honored by all. Could we not take the 
Soviet-American experiment at Semipalatinsk as a prototype of such supervision? 


There is yet another aspect to note as far as verification goes. It is common 
knowledge that the United States has numerous military bases on the territory of other 
countries. We would like to have an inspection access to them to be sure that there is 
no activity going on there that is forbiddeu under any «eventual agreement. In this 
sense, there apparently will have to be cooperation of the states that host those 
bases. Of course, it will be better still to revive the old idea of dismantling 
foreign bases and bringing the troops stationed there back home. We apply this to 
ourselves too. We have already taken the first practical steps. As you know, we are 
withdrawing some of our forces from the Mongolian People's Republic, upon agreement 
with our Mongolian friends. We have brought six regiments back from Afghanistan, and 
we shall pull out the whole of our military contingent within time limits as short as 
possible. But there has to be reciprocity on the part of the United States and 
Afghanistan's neighbours, as well as international efforts to resolve this problem. 


We do not claim to know the ultimate truth. We readily respond to proposals made by 
other countries, political parties, public movements, and just individuals. The Soviet 
Union has supported the idea of a nuclear-free corridor for Central Europe, and 
nuclear-free zones for Northern Europe, the Balkans, the South Pacific, and other 
regions. We are ready to hold consultations on each proposal to seek the best version, 
one that would suit everyone. 


Dear guests, Comrades: 


A promising and noble idea has been expressed at your forum — that of setting up a 
human survival fund. Such an institution could be used for open discussion of ways to 
avert the threat of nuclear war. The fund could encourage research on the burning 
international issues and contribute toward drafting projects on the problems facing 
humanity, including combatting the latest baneful diseases. We would welcome active 
participation by the Soviet public — both material and intellectual — in the 
activities of such a fund. 


I do not doubt that the good seeds your forum has planted will produce a good crop. 
The forces of militarism — and they are synonymous, as often as not, with the forces 
of ignorance and intellectual sterility — are not omnipotent. The movement of 
scientists for elimination of the nuclear danger, the passionate and most competent 
speeches by physicians, environmentalists, personalities engaged in culture and the 
arts, and the various antinuclear groups and associations are all unmistakable evidence 
of the determination of sound-minded people everywhere to save the precious gift of 
life on earth, perhaps the only one of its kind in the universe. 


I see politics and political sciences represented in this audience and I wonder whether 
we can, with the knowledge and experience we have today, move step by step toward more 
balanced and harmonious international relations and toward an all-embracing system of 
international security, dependable and equal for all. I think we can and must do 
that. I think it was the hope and desire to find a positive answer to this question 
that have brought you to this forum, too. 
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Our great scientist, Vladimir Vernadskiy warned everybody back in 1922 (just imagine, 
65 years ago): “It will not be long before man gets bold of atomic energy, such a 
source of power as will give him an opportunity to build a new way of life as he 
wants....will man be able to use that power for his own good, not (for 
self-destruction? Has he learned to use the power that science will certainly give him? 


Scientists must not close their eyes to the possible implications of their research 
effort and of scientific progress. They must feel responsibility for the consequences 
of their discoveries. They must bind their work to better organization of all 


humanity." 


Just think that over. At ome time, the human ambition, without second thought, was to 
subdue the forces of nature. Now, invading nature without considering all consequences 
well in advance might turn it into a deadly enemy of humanity. The Chernobyl accident 
reminded us of that in a tragedy of relatively local proportions. But the nuclear arms 
race is inexorably pushing us towards universal tragedy. 


For centuries, men have been seeking immortality. It is difficult to accept that every 
one of us is mortal. But to tolerate the doom of all humanity, of human reason, is 


just impossible. 


Unfortunately, many of our generation have grown accustomed to nuclear weapons. Many 
have come to see them as a kind of idol demanding more and more sacrifices. Some even 


declare the nuclear arms race a guarantee of peace. 


Alas, nuclear weapons have gone far towards molding the image of the times we live in. 
Naturally, destroying them does not mean going back to what was before. Discarding 
nuclear deterrence must not give free rein to trigger-happy individuals. 


This is by no means an idle issue. Some would say the answer is to upgrade other 
components of military power, conventional arms. That is a bad and wrong way. 


Humanity must get stronger and overcome the nuclear sickness and thus enter the 
post-nuclear age. It will be immune to violence and to attempts to dictate to others. 
Today, international relations are made soulless by worship of force and militarization 
of mentality. Hence the goal of humanizing international relations. 


Is that possible? Some believe it is, others think not. No use arguing about it now. 
I think life will have its way. By and large, the peoples are coming to realize that. 
They already realize that a nuclear war must never be fought. So let us take the first 
big step: Cut the nuclear arsenals and keep space weapon-free. Let us start from the 
vantage-ground of Reykjavik, and then move on. And see how that will affect the 
international atmosphere. My own feeling is that each such step will make for greater 
confidence and open fresh vistas for cooperation. And more democratic thinking at the 
international level, equality, and independent and active participation of all nations, 
large, medium and small, in the affairs of the world community must help the process. 


To humanize international relations, there have to be appropriate actions in the 
humanitarian field too, notably as regards information, human contacts, professional 
exchanges etc. That will help create moral guarantees for peace and hence contribute 
toward working out the material guar-atees. The information agression practiced by 
some countries not only leads to mental degradation, but obstructs the normal 
communication of people of different countries and cultural inter-enrichment. It 
breeds ill-feeling and alienation between peoples. On the other hand, you must agree 
that a people that knows and values the culture and art of other peoples can have no 
ill-feeling toward them. 
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idies and gentlemen, comrades, 


In view of the rising danger of a new spiral in the arms race and of the drastic 
exacerbation of regional and, what we call, global problems, we must waste no more time 
trying to outplay each other and to gain unilateral advantages. The stake in such a 
game is too high — the survival of humanity. Therefore, it is now vital to take the 
critical factor of time into account. 


So let the ideas of this forum reach every corner on earth, hasten enlightenment and 
broaden mutual understanding. Let your efforts help advance towards a nuclear-weapon 
free and non-violent world — for the sake of the immortality of human civilization. 


Gorbachev Receives Participants 
LD161649 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 1606 GMT 16 Feb 87 


[Text] Moscow, 16 Feb (TASS) — Today a reception was held in the Kremlin Palace of 
Congresses in honor of the participants in the forum. 


During the reception, Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee, animatedly exchanged opinions with Dr Terry Taylor from the United States; 
Petra Kelly from the FRG, a Bundestag deputy from the Greens Party; Peter Ustinov of 
Great Britain, a writer and cinema figure; Marcello Mastroianni of Italy, a film actor; 
Gert Bastian of the FRG, a retired major general; Donald Kendall of the United States, 
chairman of the board of directors of Pepsico Inc; Otto Wolff Von Amerongen, president 
of the Association of German Chambers of Industry and Commerce; Ove Nathan Denmark, a 
scientist; and other forum participants. 


Andrey Gromyko, Yegor Ligachev, Nikolay Ryzhkov, Eduard Shevardnadze, Aleksandr 
Yakovlev, Anatoliy Dobrynin, and Vadim Medvedev also had conversations with the guests. 


The reception passed in an atmosphere of friendliness, ease, and frankness 
{[otkrovennost]. 


Gorbachev Speech Circulated at CD 


LD171942 Moscow TASS in English 1313 GMT 17 Feb 87 


[Text] Geneva February 17 TASS — TASS correspondents Yevgeniy Korzhev and Vladislav 
Shishlo report: 


The text of the speech made by Mikhail Gorbachev at the international forum For a 
Nuclear Free World, for the Survival of Humanity was circulated today among 
participants in the conference on disarmament. Yuriy Nazarkin, representative of the 
USSR at the conference on disarmament, called attention to a coherent concept, set 
forth by the Soviet leader, one of demilitarisation of the world, including in the 
first turn elimination of mass destruction weapons. 


Mikhail Gorbachev's cali for a new political thinking, for concrete steps to advance 
towards a nuclear weapon-free and non-violent world met with a favorable response from 
a number of delegations whose representatives addressed today's plenary meeting. 
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It will take joint political efforts, coupled with an honest and mutual respect for 
national interests, to guarantee the security of the countries and peoples in the 
nuclear-space age, said Harald Rose (the GDR). Therein lies the call for a new 
approach in international relations. Unfortunately certain circles are very far from 
such a mode of thinking. But they, too, will ultimately have to meet this historic 
challenge because there is no other alternative in face of the growing threat of 
destruction hanging over the human race. 


Luvsandorijiyn Bayart, chief delegation of the Mongolian People's Republic, stressed in 
his statement that it was important now to go ahead with consolidating and developing 
the new situation created in Reykjavik so that its spirit be fully reflected in 
disarmament talks at different levels. 


Continuation of the arms race is increasingly proving to be a hopeless way that can 
only lead to a destabilization of the situation, a senseless waste of resources and an 
increased war danger for all, including those who advocate it. The need now is for 
urgent practical steps to stop and reverse the arms race, the leader of the Mongolian 


delegation said. 


U.S. Reaction ‘Inarticulate' 
LD191036 Moscow Television Service in Russian 2027 GMT 18 Feb 87 


[From "The World Today" program presented by Aleksandr Zholkver] 


{Text] There is a curious remark in the French newspaper LE MATIN to the effect that 
Washington's reaction to the Soviet leader's speech has been inarticulate. Indeed at 
first a White House spokesman stated the U.S. Administration is carefully studying the 
speech. Today a State Department spokesman in answer to the insistent questions of 
journalists asserted: We are studying his remarks with interest; he added Washington 
is ready to consolidate the progress already achieved by the Soviet Union and the 


United States. 


At the same time, however, the self-same spokesman stated that United States considers 
itself fully justified in its so-called broadened interpretation of the USSR-U.S. ABM 
Treaty. This would meanwhile mean practically scrapping this very important accord and 
the start of the practical deployment [razvertyvaniye] of the SDI. By the way this is 
the same conclusion reached by the two leaders of the U.S. delegation which back in 
1972 prepared this permanent treaty; Gerard Smith, former leader of the U.S. Arms 
Control Agency and Harold Brown, former U.S. secretary of Defense. 


The gist of the matter is that the current Washington administration is clearly busy 
not with cutting its number of weapons but increasing them to implement its global 
policy of force. 


Dobrynin Receives Generals 


LD151900 Moscow TASS in English 1842 GMT 15 Feb 87 


[Text] Moscow February 15 TASS — Anatoliy Dobrynin, secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee, has received today members of the western public group "Generals for Peace 
and Disarmament", who are participating in the international forum “For Nuclear-Free 


World, for the Survival of Humanity." 
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\ detailed exchange of views was held in a constructive atmosphere. 


The Western generals, former military leaders of high rank, expressed concern about the 
alarming situation, which emerged in the world as a result of the continuing weapons 
race, expressed te opinion that it is necessary to find ways to preventing a nuclear 


catastrophe. 


Anatoliy Dobrynin briefed the generals on the Soviet peace and international security 
concept, our practical steps in that direction. He pointed out the significance of the 
participation of former military leaders in explaining to public the dangerous global 
consequences of nuclear war, their active contribution to the struggle for preserving 
peace and for the survival of humanity. 


Mutual conviction was expressed that the present-day situation necessitates new 
military-political thinking in this nuclear age and corresponding actions in that 
connection. 


Dobrynin Meets Trade Official 


LD191837 Moscow TASS in English 1817 GMT 19 Feb 87 


[Text] Moscow February 19 TASS — Anatoliy Dobrynin, secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee, has received James Giffen, president of the U.S.-USSR Trade and Economic 
Council, who attended the international forum “For a WNuclear-Free World, For the 
Survival of Humanity”. 


Giffen shared the impressions of U.S. businessmen who had taken part in the forum. He 
made special mention of the impressive speech delivered by Mikhail Gorbachev. He 
stated that favourable prospects for the development of Soviet-American trade and 
economic cooperation were opening up and emphasized the role that the council was to 
play in that mutually advantageous sphere in the setting of the major foreign economic 
reforms initiated by the Soviet side. The conversation was held in a businesslike and 
benevolent atmosphere. 


Dobrynin Meets U.S. Scientists 


LD182051 Moscow TASS in English 2018 GMT 18 Feb 87 


[Text] Moscow February 18 TASS — Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee Anatoliy 
Dobrynin met today with prominent American scientists, professor of Princeton 
University, noted physicist Frank Von Hippel and senior staff scientist with the 
Natural Resources Defence Council of the USA Thomas Cochran, head of the U.S. 
delegation in the joint Soviet-American project for perfecting seismic methods of 
verifying non-holding of nuclear tests. Both scientists participated in the 
international forum “For a Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of Humanity”. 


The American secientists spoke with satisfaction about the work of the forum, 
emphasising particularly the speech delivered by Mikhail Gorbachev. 
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An exchange of opinions on concrete problems of nuclear arms limitation, above all 
those connected with an urgent task of ending nuclear testing, was held during the 
conversation. 


Anatoliy Dobrynin emphasised that by its extended moratorium on nuclear testing the 
Soviet Union showed that refraining from testing is a realistic matter, given political 
will, and the Soviet Union has such will. Regrettably, the U.S. Government continues 
holding a strictly negative stand in this matter. 


The American interlocuters pay much attention to the implementation in perspective of 
the joint Soviet-American project in accordance with the agreement concluded by the 
USSR Academy of Sciences, and the Natural Resources Defence Council, research 
organisation of the USA on May 28, 1986. The draft project shows the reliability of 
the existing measures of verification of the observance of general and complete ban on 
nuclear weapons tests. 


The conversation passed in a constructive businesslike atmosphere. 


Dobrynin Meets U.S. Businessmen 
LD172037 Moscow TASS in English 2035 GMT 17 Feb 87 


[Text] Moscow February 17 TASS — Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee Anatoliy 
Dobrynin had conversations with prominent American businessmen and public figures, 
chairman of the Board of the Occidental Petroleum Corporation Armand Hammer and 
Chairman of Pepsico Incorporated Donald Kendall who had taken part in the international 
forum “For a Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of Humanity.” 


New approaches to the development of Soviet-American commercial and economic ties were 
discussed during the conversations. Armand Hammer and Donald Kendall noted that the 
recent measures of the Soviet Government aimed at the widening of many-faceted 
cooperation between Soviet and foreign organisations and firms already brought the 
first concrete results in the form of new deals between U.S. companies and Soviet 
foreign trade organisations. However, legislation in the USA discriminatory with 
regard to the USSR still remains a major brake to the development along this road of 
mutual advantage. 


The interlocutors talked with satisfaction about the work of the forum and, 
particularly, about Mikhail Gorbachev's soeech addressed to the forum. 


The conversations passed in a businesslike and friendly atmosphere. 


News Conference 
LD162253 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1745 GMT 16 Feb 87 


{Report by commentator Vitaliy Sobolev from the press center of the forum “For a 
Nuclear-Free World, for Mankind's Survival” on the news conference on the results of 
the forum's work: passages in quotation marks recorded] 


[Text] [Sobolev] The news conference was opened by Karen Khachaturov, head of the 
forum prese center. He said that about 1,000 Soviet and 500 foreign journalists 
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participated in covering this international meeting. A considerable section of this 
large detachment of these men of the pen, the microphone, and the television camera 
filled the hall of the press center. The participants in the news conference, 
Academician Velikhov, Chairman of the Committee of Soviet Scientists in Defense of 
Peace; the American professors Von Hippel, Galbraith and Lown, cochairmen of the 
International Movement of Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War; Ussola 
president of the Italian-Soviet Chamber of Commerce; Ustinov, the British writer, fils 
directwur and actor; and Metropolitan Yuvenaliy were presented. 


The floor was then passed to Academician Velikhov. 


[Velikhov] “I would not like to give an appraisal of the forum; this should be done, 
firstly, later on, and, secondly, by many of you and by those who will be discussing it 
subsequently. I would still like to say that, in my opinion, this has been an historic 
event. Firstly, there were approximately 1,000 participants at the forum. These 
participants worked in eight sections according to their professional inte:csis. This 
enabled each section to have a high professional level. For example, in the scientific 
section we had two seminars, one devoted to questions of the verification [proverka] of 
nuclear tests, and the second seminar was devoted to the very acute questions of today 
— how to maintain the ABM Treaty in conditions of the development [sozdaniye] of new 
types of space weapons and new technologies. 


“There was then a session of the forum where questions of disarmament and about how to 
move toward a nuclear-free world were discussed; questions connected with European 
security, questions connected with space weapons and the correlation of defense and 
means of offence; and, finally, questions connected with ending nuclear tests. 


“Many, various opinions were voiced, and I will not sum them up. It seems to me many 
very important and interesting opinions were voiced. As Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev 
said, the Soviet Government will closely study everything proposed at the forum. We 
did not have any long official reports, but all the proposals have been recorded or 
will appear in written form, and the Soviet Government will closely study these 
proposals. 


"I believe there were interesting debates at other forums, too. We tried not to put 
them together, but made them in camera on the decision of the promotions group. It was 
not any kind of Soviet decision. It is a promotions group of scientists. The idea was 
to try to ensure that at the forums there would be no statements or speeches but a 
truly free exchange of opinions. I believe this is what happened. Finally, on 
instructions of the promotions groups, in the course of over 1 hour today -- | hour and 
20 minutes — some results were summed up by those present here, and by those who were 
absent, of the elected promotions group and representatives of the forum. 


“Finally, you heard the speech by Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev which, it seems to me, 
is of very profound importance, conceptual importance, since there were very many 
important ideas in it. I will not try to interpret them here, I think you yourselves 
will refer to this speech many times. Lastly, I would just like to point out that in 
the beginning, when the first press conference was held, there were a lot of 
questions. Then we assembled together figures of various types, of various, so to 
speak, fields, representing various types of spiritual activity, as it were. 


“It seems to me that, in the beginning, we had a number of ideas — this came about 
spontaneously -- so we simply couldn't resist this. There arose a spontaneous desire 
to discuss such acute issues as the question of mankind's survival on this planet. At 
the same time I think this still indicated a very important trend today toward an 
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amalgenation of human culture which has been split into various niches and various 
groups, end, as I have already said, from what it unites and it destroys. [as heard! 


“So I think this forum is a very interesting, new phenomenon. It is very important 
precisely because both during and after the form we all the time passed on all the 
proposals to the government, and after the forum — you know, everything was listened 
to attentively — there was a reception for 2, 2 and 1/2 hours when members of the 
Politburo and Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev chatted to the forum delegates. This was a 
free and open conversation at which all the issues at the forum were discussed in a 
dialogue. Therefore, I beliewe this was a very interesting event, and reflects the 
tradition of the Soviet Union where there really is a desire and a need by the 
government to listen to the opinions of scientists, to hear the opinions of all 
representatives of the intelligentsia and of those who represent all aspects of public 
opinion. We have endeavored to ensure that « broad spectrum was presented. Of course, 
we didn't succeed in this sli the time, but there were simply — the U.S. State 
Department recommended that «a susber of organizations in Western countries should cot 
attend this forum. The Energy Department put out « memorandum in which its employees 
were not allowed to attend the forum. It should be said that our forum — you have 
probably noticed -—- was not held during working time. Partly from these considerations 
mo one could accuse the participants of wasting working time on a public matter. 


“One scientist arrived from the Livermore Laboratory — we were unable to get enough 
opponents, I would say, owing to a number of technical problems. So we decided that 
the material of the forum would be sent to the laboratory — the Aserican laboratory at 
Los Alamos, Livermore, for their comments, and then we would acquaint our government 
and all interested governments of other countries with thes.” 


[Sobolev] Among the numerous questions, one was asked by a U.S. journalist, who did 
mot give his name. He asked Professor Galbraith what parts of Mikhail Sergeyevich 
Gorbachev's speech to the participants in the forum seemed to him the most important 
for the U.S. people. This is what Professor Galbraith replied. 


{[Galbraith, in English with superimposed Russian] “This morning, the U.S. professor 
said, I listened to Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev's speech with great attention. From 
time to time I have had occasion to prepare public statements and I, as a specialist, 
cm assess the logical balance of the Soviet leader's speech. 


I was struck by the profound adherence to peace and peaceful coexistence which was 
expressed in his words. These feelings and moods are shared by all. Listening to the 
speech, I experienced a feeling of deep inspiration and hope that we will be able to 
counter this terrible threat which stands over people. It is this inspiration caused 
by the Soviet leader's words which I would like to emphasize. Attention is also drawn 
by the attitude in the speech to polemics. For all of us — both in the capitalist and 
the socialist world — the main enemy is a nuclear war. So one may even say that in 
the face of this common threat we are, as it were, on the same side of the conference 
table. I have already had occasion to say that, following a nuclear war, the most 
zealous ideologists would not be able to tell the difference between the ashes of 
capitalism and the ashes of socialisa.” 


[Sobolev] During the press conference Ossola, president of the Italian-Soviet Chamber 
of Commerce, was asked the question: How do you see the prospects of setting up in the 
Soviet Union mixed enterprises with the participation of foreign companies? 


[Ossola, in English with superimposed Russian) “The leader of the Chamber of Commerce 
says various problems arise from the creation of mixed enterprises, but these problems 
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can be overcome if flexibility is shown, in other words if each individual case is 
examined in accordance with specific circumstances. In any case, talks are already 
underway with Italian businessmen on the creation of one, or poss‘bly several such 
mixed enterprises, and we may soon be seeing the results.” 


[Sobolev] A number of questions were put at the press conference to Metropolitan 
Yuvenaliy, the representative of the Russian Orthodox Church. He received one of thes 
in written form and read it aloud. 


uvenaliy) “This is the question: The final document of the section of religious 
sigures at the forum ‘A Call for Joint Actio-" speaks of the need for specific actions 
toward the creation of a basis of common security today. What specific actions are 
proposed to be taken in this context by those religious organizations whose 
representatives took part in the work of the forun? 


“We believe the experience of our work within the framework of the whole forus is 4 new 
step in cooperation by religious figures with all people of good will because it is not 
enough for us in our confined circle to work in defense of peace. We are reminded of 
this by our emblem which depicts the globe as seen through the porthole of a 
spaceship. I was literally struck today by the fact that we, as it were, are on the 
same wavelength as what we heard today from the lips of Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev. 
I made note of this because religious figures should consider this. His figurative 
expression that a second Noah's Ark will not survive a nuclear deluge has something in 
common with our emblen. 


"What can we do? We have formulated this very briefly in our appeal, to promote unity 
between peoples, to expand contacts, overcoming the frontiers of division, to improve 
the spiritual and religious lives of comeunities on earth, to help to eliminate 
preconceived images of an enemy, and to step up education in the spirit of peace. We 
would like, tomorrow and the day after, to turn to the embassies of the nuclear powers 
in Moscow to acquaint them with our ideas and with the results of our reform, and to 
present them with our appeal.” 


[Sobolev] Replies to other jourrs'ists’ questions were also given at the press 
conference. 


IZVESTIYA Cites Velikhov Speech 


PM180909 [Editorial Report] Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 17 February 1987 Morning 
Edition carries on pages 2 and 3 a TASS report, entitled “Learning the Art of Living in 
Peace,” on M.S. Gorbachev's 16 February Kremlin meeting with the participants of the 
“For a Nuclear-Free World, for Mankind's Survival" ‘orum. The report opens with an 
account of the speech by Academician Ye.P. Velikicv, chairman of the committee of 
Soviet scientists in defense of peace and against the nuclear threat, who opened the 


meeting: 


"We have assembled in Moscow on the initiative of the group of scientists who organized 
the previous foruws last July. The scientists were backed by writers, artists, 
musicians, doctors, political scientists, representatives cf the business world and of 
various religious communities. We are united by our common anxiety for the fate of 
mankind and of our planet in the nuclear age. We are also united by a sense of 
responsibility to the billions of people living in the world today, to past and future 
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generations. For the first time in history we have in our hands the link that can 
unite or break the chain of the development of human civilization. It would be no 
exaggeration to say we can all see one solution — the destruction of nuclear weapons 
and other weapons of mass destruction and the triumph of the new political thinking. 


"As for the scientists, I am basing myself on the document signed in Rome at the 
meeting of 36 of the world's academies of sciences. I think all the forum participants 
were unanimous in this belief. Therefore we support the plan you put forward, Mikhail 
Sergeyevich, on 15 January 1986 for the stage-by-stage destruction of nuclear weapons 
by the beginning of the next millennium. We see this as our generation's chief task. 
We are worried about the fact that the process of the implementation of this plan, 
which began so dynamically in Reykjavik, has slowed down. We have discussed the 
problems associated with this at the forum in an atmosphere of an open and frank and 
sometimes heated exchange of opinions. Our proposals will be set out for you by 
representatives of eight independent groups which have discussed them from various 
viewpoints. 


"We see this forum as yet another sign of the times, as a sign of the need to unite 
human culture. The disintegration of it into separate, unconnected groups threatens to 
impoverish and destroy it. Of the forum's 3 days we will only spend today together. 
Certainly this is not enough, and I believe we scientists have already been criticized 
for this decision by the writers. This decision has enabled us, while discussing 
complex problems, in general to refrain from speeches and statements and maintain a 
businesslike and profound, committed, ana professional atmosphere. 


“The forum is attended by more than 1,000 people from more than 80 countries. We tried 
to invite everyone irrespective of their political views. I would also like, with the 
utmost respect, to say a few words about our colleague, U.S. astrophysicist Doctor 
Hyder who has been on hunger strike for more than 120 days to get governments to pledge 
to really destroy nuclear weapons by the year 2000. His friend, Doctor Teller, a 
participant in our forum and a famous U.S. designer of nuclear weapons, who has 
concluded that they must be destroyed, conveys to you, Mikhail Sergeyevich, an 
expression of support for the 15 January idea. Doctor Teller proposes the forum 
participants sign a message from us, the forum participants, to Doctor Hyder. Those 
who wish to do so can obtain the message in the foyer. 


At the end of the forum we discussed the idea of open laboratories. That is, setting 
up a scientific sector not bound by military or commercial secrecy, that undertakes 
universal human problems and lends itself to the broadest international cooperation. 
We believe this sector will grow as disarmament takes place and the international 
situation improves. 


"One would like to hope the whole of science will be involved by the year 2000. The 
idea has met with broad support among scientists. We have decided to set up a special 
foundation to promote the development of this sector, especially at the initial stage 
of the projects. Professor (Vayzner) from the United States, Professor Fushimi from 
Japan, Professor (Salam) from Pakistan, Professor Duerr and Professor Richter from the 
FRG, Academician Likhachev, the writer Chingiz Aytmatov, Metropolitan Pitirim and 
Academician Arbatov from the Soviet Union have been invited to join the organizational 
group. Representatives of a number of existing foundations have kindly agreed to 
advise us during its creation. The development of the projects requires state backing, 
of course. So we welcome Italy's initiative and we are prepared to participate in a 
world laboratory in accordance with these principles. The forum was attended by two 
vice presidents of the world laboratory, Nobel prize winners Professor Ting from the 
United States and Professor (Salam) from Pakistan. 


132 








“The projects under discussion include projects geared to improving education and 
medical assistance in the world, forecasting earthquakes, and pushing back the 
frontiers of human knowledge. We expect these projects to be supplemented with 
humanitarian and social projects.” 


There follow brief accounts of speeches by other participants, all summarized in the 
tirst item. 


Forum Message to Hyder 
LD161214 Moscow TASS in English 1210 GMT 16 Feb 87 


{[Text] Moscow February 16 TASS — Participants in the international forum “For a 
Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of Humanity" today signed an appeal to Dr. Charles 
Hyder, which says: 


“We understand that your decision to continue your fast is conditioned on commitments 
to the worldwide elimination of all nuclear weapons and the rejection of offensive 
military operations as an option in international relations. We are hopeful that the 
new creative energies that are stirring in both East and West will soon result in 
dramatic progress towards these goals and, if you decide to stop your fast, would 
welcome your active contributions to this longer-term effort." 


Demichev Meets Religious Leaders 
LD171324 Moscow TASS in English 1305 GMT 17 Feb 87 


[Text] Moscow February 17 TASS — Petr Demichev, first vice-president of the Presidium 
of the USSR Supreme Soviet, today received in the Kremlin the religious leaders who 
participated in the international forum “For Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of 
Humanity." 


Petr Demichev and the religious leaders exchanged views in an atmosphere of frankness 
that was characteristic of the forum on ways of lessening the war threat and achieving 
world peace. 


The sides spoke highly of the results of the meetings and discussions in Moscow. They 
expressed the confidence that the forum would contribute to the rallying of the 
countries and peoples in peace efforts and give a fresh impetus to the anti-war 
movement, in which religious people play an active role. 


Sharing their impressions of a meeting with Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee, the religious leaders said that his words, addressed to all 
people of goodwill, encouraged the clergymen and urged them to contribute even more 
energetically to the assertion of the spirit of trust, unity and cooperation. 


Religious Leaders Adopt Appeal 
LD161745 Moscow TASS in English 1706 GMT 16 Feb 87 


{Quotation Marks as received] 


[Text] Moscow February 16 TASS — Follows the full text of the “appeal to joint 
efforts" adopted by religious figures, participants in the international forum "For a 
Nuclear-Free-Weapon World, for the Survival of Humanity” which was held in Moscow on 


February 14-16: 
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“Unified in heart and mind, we, leaders of Buddhist, Christian, Hindu, Jewish, Muslim, 
and Shintoist communities in Africa, North and South America, Asia, the Caribbean, 
Eastern and Western Europe, and the Middle East, appeal to people of faith around the 
world, to all people of good will, to the leaders of the nations: For God's sake and 
for the survival and dignity of humanity, lay aside your prejudices, your enmities, 
your arms and lift up together the banner of peace with justice for all. 


We, 215 persons of faith, have come together across the barriers of race, creed, and 
ideology from 56 nations to consider the tragic and urgent plight of our globe. 
Together, we are reminded of how small and fragile is this beautiful world ertrusted to 
our care. We shed tears to see it at the brink of possible nuclear destruction, to see 
so many of its inhabitants suffering the man-made plagues of war, famine and 
pestilence. We share a common anxiety about its fate. 


The decision of the United Nations to declare 1986 the International Year of Peace 
awakened new hopes. Only two months before, the leaders of the USSR and the USA had 
agreed that there could be no winners in a nuclear war and to begin new negotiations to 
curb the nuclear arms race. At the same time, more and more people have committed 
themselves to the cause of peace, often out of religious convictions. Hopeful 
proposals have been made, setting out new modes of political thinking and new 
principles of relations between states in a nuclear age which give priority to 
universally accepted human values. Sweeping new proposals have been made to eliminate 
nuclear weapons altogether. At Reykjavik, mear agreement was reached to reduce 
drastically current stockpiles and nuclear missile deployment. 


Yes all these hopes have been dashed. The nuclear arms race threatens more imminently 
to spread into space, and conventional weapons traders grow ever richer by feeding the 
flames of war in several terribly destructive regional conflicts. New nuclear 
disasters have reminded us that human beings have created a technology that can exceed 
their ability to control it. The arms race continues, both in quality and in scope, 
with disastrous consequences, especially for the poor whose meagre resources it drains 
at an increasing pace. 


And yet we do not despair. We continue to believe in the power of prayer, and together 
we trust that God will lead humanity out of this wilderness. We believe in wise 
actions guided by the sages. It is not too late to replace the threat or use of armed 
force with dialogue. It is not too late to return to the policy of detente and 
cooperation and to develop new confidence and trust among peoples divided by irrctional 
hatred and enmity. It is not too late to develop a shared notion of common security 
among the inescapably interdependent nations of the world. The time has come for 
concrete actions before it does become too late. People of religion have special roles 
to play, among them: 


— promoting unity among the peoples; 

— increasing contacts across lines of division; 

— improving the spiritual and devotional life of human communities; 
— helping to eliminate prejudicial enemy images; and 

— intensifying education for peace. 


Many of us have been meeting together in peace gatherings for decades building bonds of 
trust and confidence among ourselves. Our experience is a hopeful one. We call upon 
the policy makers and leaders of the nations to commit themselves as well to continuing 
dialogue. Urgent steps are necessary now to end the arms race. But a commitment to 
stay the course is essential if the shared aspirations of humankind for the elimination 
of all nuclear weapons is ultimately to be realized. 


We appeal especially to the leaders of the principal nuclear nations to: 
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— declare once and for all that the alternative of nuclear war is immoral and humanly 
unacceptable; 

— renounce the doctrines of nuclear deterrence and mutually assured destruction; 

— respect without question existing nuclear weapons treaties such as the ABM Treaty; 
— proceed immediately to conclude new treaties in consonance with the hope for a 
nuclear-free world rekindled in Reykjavik. 


While we have not come here to align ourselves with the policies of any particular 
nation we applaud on its merits and unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing as a 
confidence—building measure of the highest order. [sentence as received] It deserves 
a positive response. All nuclear states should enter into a common moratorium calling 
a halt now to all nuclear testing. We also believe the goal of ridding the world of 
nuclear weapons, by mutually-agreed stages, by the year 2000 is necessary, urgent and 
achievable. But for either of these things to happen, all the peoples of the world, 
especially the citizens of the major nuclear powers, must engage in renewed massive 
efforts. The unilateral actions taken already by some states to reduce the/r military 
forces and budgets are welcome and encouraging. 


We appeal to all to commit themselves unilateraly to this task of building the basis 
for common security today. Time has come for us to ask the ancient questions: If not 
me, who? If not now, when? 


May God make us faithful stewards of this world which we hold in trust for future 
generations, and guide us all in the blessed paths of peace." 


Forum Ends; Pozner Comments 
LDL71754 Moscow in English to North America 0000 GMT 17 Feb 87 
[Excerpts] And now a word from Vladimir Pozner: 


‘Pozner] Thank you and hello. Today was the final day of an international forum that 
brought together some 1,000 participants from over 80 countries. 


Nuclear physicists and top artists; writers and ecologists; experts in the political 
sciences and religious leaders; medical doctors and businessmen; retired generals; 
people of different political, social, religious outlooks — all came to Moscow to 
concentrate on one cardinal issue: how to make this a nuclear-free world and guarantee 
the survival of humanity. No, they did not come up with a onestep foolproof solution, 
but they openly and candidly exchanged ideas, argued, and debated. They strove to 
overcome their differences so as to achieve their goal, and in that area they made 


significant progress. [passage omitted] 


I say this and think about the reports this forum has been getting in the western 
press. Propaganda, Soviet ploy -- those billings have figured widely, or no billings 
at all, as if nothing was happening in Moscow or, if something was newsworthy, it 
certainly wasn't the forum. I wonder why, and I think to myself, what if the United 
States opened its doors to an international forum where all kinds of people would be 
invited regardless of their views, to brainstorm on what to do with the threat of 
nuclear war that hangs over all of us. And what if, after that, the President of the 
United States invited all of these people to the White House and spoke to them on how 
much the United States appreciates their efforts, their contribution to achieve, one 
day, a world where nuclear weapons will have been outlawed. 
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Would that be newsworthy? Would Western media carry stories about it? I think so. 
But I also think no such forum would be invited to the United States capital, at least 
by the present administration, the reason for that being its absence of interest in 
mobilizing public opinion against nuclear weapons. And since that's the case and since 
the Soviet Union clearly takes the opposite view, that opposite view reflected, for 
instance, in an international forum, has to be written off as propaganda. That's what 
I call good, objective journalism. 


Roundtable Assesses Results 


LD191324 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1830 GMT 17 Feb 87 


[Program entitled "On the Results of the International Forum ‘For a Nuclear-Free World, 
for the Survival of Humanity’,” presented by All-Union Radio commentator Viktor 
Nikolayevich Levin; with Academician Yevgeniy Maksimovich Primakov, director of the 
Institute of World Economy and International Relations; and political observer Nikolay 
Viadimirovich Shishlin] 


([Text] [Levin] Hello, esteemed comrades. As you know, our program is devoted to the 
outcome of the forum for a non-nuclear world and human survival. The very fact the 
forum has been convened is unprecedented; it illustrates the process of expansion of 
the world forces’ potential, of the broadening of representation of social groups 
joining in the effort to resolve the vital task facing humanity, that of ensuring 
lasting peace. 


{Primakov] I will begin by saying the forum was distinguished not even as much by the 
fact that wider and wider circles are being drawn into the struggl- for peace, as by 
the fact that it is a principally new format, which had been shaped in the following 
way. 


It was usual for us to meet people who shared our views, to have talks with them; the 
talks were largely joined by those who were with us in the majority of areas, so to 
speak, by those who sided with our policies. Now a new idea has come into being: let 
us turn in general to those who have mastered their subjects, who are experts in their 
fields — I mean above all scientists who are involved with nuclear issues, of course, 
and political scientists. Myself, I was precisely in the political science group. We 
turned to them, by far not all of whom share our views on the ways of normalizing the 
international situation. Moreover, I will say the majority of those who came, they a 
priori, so to speak, opposed our position. 


A working group was formed -- by political scientists, for example -- and I was 
included in that group. We invited our colleagues one by one, those whom we know, who 
had made good names for themselves, who influence public opinion in a certain way -- we 
invited them to come to Moscow. A similar situation emerged with others as well: with 
natural scientists, with religious and cultural figures, and so forth. Several 
roundtables were held at the same time. Very original conversations, or debates, were 
conducted at those roundtables. I will cite the example of our roundtable. The point 
was we had no reports, no speeches were written beforehand at all. 


I opened the session of that roundtable by posing a few questions: How should we 
proceed further from Reykjavik? What could be done to stabilize the international 
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situation? What do the issues of global and regional stabilization have in common? 
and so forth. The questions were formulated in that way, quite neutrally as you see. 
I invited everybody to take part in discussion on those issues, and discussion was very 
interesting: each participant had an opportunity to speak, all spoke specifically, in 
response to speeches by other colleagues, and made no lengthy speeches. A certain 
opinion was thrashed out; I would not say it was a consensus, it was a clash of 
different views. What was it that all were unanimous about? All agreed specific steps 
and some sort of specific measures should be found and outlined, to help the 
international situation become stabilized and prevent the world from falling into a 
yawning abyss which has opened and threatens to swallow mankind. 


[Levin] Yevgeniy Maksimovich, in this connection I would like to seize the occasion 
and emphasize the fact that it is indeed easy to come to terms with like-minded people, 
and it is more difficult to talk to those who see the problems facing mankind in a 
different light. Perhaps we would not be able to resolve the problems we find in our 
way without such dialogue, without attempts to achieve mutual understanding. 


{[Primakov] You are right, there is another point which is also of great significance. 
You know, I was astounded that quite a few participants in the discussion, who are 
rather well-known in their fields, who deal professionally with many issues associated 
with security and disarmament, have no detailed knowledge of our stand. For example, 
it was news for many that the Soviet Union had offered — even now, in conditions when 
as is known, the United States has not joined the Soviet moratorium on nuclear testing 
— to embark on talks on a nuclear test ban, and that the first phase of those talks 
would deal with three issues: first, on the ceiling, that is on the size of conducted 
nuclear explosions; second, on the number of those nuclear explosions; and third, on 
issues associated with any, so to speak, monitoring measures, to resolve these three 
issues as early as in the first phase; incidentally, these are very close to what the 
House of Representatives is demanding at the moment. The U.S. Administration, as is 
known, would not do that. Many experts are not aware of all the ins and outs of our 
stand, of the constructive nature of our stand, of some sort of additional measures 
that we take in the search for a compromise. 


[Levin] It seems to me the religious leaders who assembled for this forum were better 
informed. I base my judgment on the appeal adopted by those 215 believers from 56 
countries of the world who met in Moscow. They write: We have arrived here not to tie 
ourselves to policies of a single country, but we appreciate the unilateral moratorium 
on nuclear testing which was declared as a measure of trust of a higher order, for its 
worth. It deserves a positive response. 


{Shislin}] Viktor Nikolayevich, here, of course, it was not only religious figures who 
came to be in accord with the Soviet activities... 


{Levin interrupts] I should hope so. 


{[Shishlin}) ... on stopping nuclear testing, that's a fact. Yevgeniy Maksimovich is 
absolutely right when he says that all in all, national points of view were often 
prominent in the framework of the Moscow forum, and naturally, every person viewed the 
interests of both his own country, world politics, and the destinies of the 
international security from his corner. On the whole, it became clear, of course, that 
the forum on its own provided proof of the fact that we really live in an 
interdependent world, in an interlinked and an increasingly integral world. 


That fact dramatically singles out three problems: First is naturally the problem of 
human survival, the problem of curbing, curtailing the arms race, and above all the 
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nuclear arms race; the second is regional conflicts which cast a deep shadow on 
international relations; and the third is the exacerbation of the so-called global 
problems, the resolution of which through national efforts is just inconceivable. 
These are ecology, food problems, space exploration, assimilation of the world ocean 
and use of it's resources, and many other global problems which as a matter of fact 
persistently require their immediate solution at th: present stage and thus require 
joint effort by states, nations and people. From this point of view, I believe, the 
speech of Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev and his very significant thesis which was put 
forward in his speech, namely the thesis of the need to humanize international 
relations, to give priority to common human values, priority to common interests of 
human kind, was to an extent the crux of the forum. 

f 
{[Primakov] Incidentally, this position was born at the dawn, I would say, or in any 
event at the initial stage of the development of Marxist-Leninist thought. Indeed, 
Lenin said directly that if the interests of the working class are regarded in relation 
to its individual parts, then the interests of the working class as a whole must 
prevail. If the interests of society are regarded in relation to the interests of the 
working class, then the interests of society and social development must prevail. How, 
the interests of the development of society prevail, because the question has been 
posed, the questions have been focused: Is mankind to be or r = to be? What you said 
about the dominant factor -- say, of our forum — being the speech by Mikhail 
Sergeyevich Gorbachev, that is correct, and it seems to me this underscores once again 
the unique nature of the event that has just taken place in Moscow. Indeed, it is not 
always, and far from everywhere, that the king of participants that came to Moscow can 
hear the view of the Soviet Union from the most authoritative source. That's the first 
thing. Second, I atttended the reception. Everyone was stressing how unaccustomed 
this was for them, and they connected this, naturally, to the democratization which is 
now being implemented as the mainstream of our development, that al! our leaders sere 
surrounded by guests and were answering questions, having unrestrained conversations 
with them and, naturally, Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev was surrounded by a dense 
circle; he was asked many questions, and he answered all — literally ali — of them. 
In this regard, I would simply like to say: You know, one of my U.S. colleagues, I 
don't want to give his name, but, believe me, he is a most important figure, one of the 
most important economists. 


[Levin] Yevgeniy Maksimovich, once you say just a bit more, you won't need to say the 


[Primakov}] No, I won't say it, I don't want to create any kind of difficulties for 
him, if that might be the case. He just said to me: You know, there quite simply 
could not be anything like this in our country. Imagine the situation, if we had 
people gathering around who unrestrainedly discussed matters of new approaches to the 
international situation, matters of peace and security, and they were addressed by 
Reagan, and he talked to them and answered their questions, and so on. This is simply 
not feasible in the United States. I would like to stress one other aspect also in 
this regard. Indeed, many participants in the forum said that before coming, they 
thought this would be a propaganda event. So many of them vacillated, to go or not to 
go? One more thing: Both the State Department and the other Ministries of Foreign 
Affairs in NATO countries exerted pressure, that is known for sure, on their fellow 
citizens so they should not go to Moscow. And so it happened they came from the free 
world, so to speak, to a country renowned as closed. Here people communicated freely 
with them, conversed freely with them, here they had access to any member of the forum, 
including Academician Sakharov, if you please, who had conversations with them and over 
there, there, in the so-called free society, they were being persuaded against going to 
Moscow. They were told, for example, in no event to meet the press. So that's an 
interesting illustration for you. 
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[Shishlin] Yevgeniy Maksimovich, there's one more material detail, it seems to me, 
which is that now, in pondering upon what led our foreign guests to Moscow, it seems 
important to me to see not only anxiety at the state of international affairs, not only 
an interest in actually elaborating and finding some kind of good human quality, 
curiosity, came into play. They are extraordinarily interested in just what is 
happening in the Soviet Union, and how such concepts as openness, restructuring, and 
acceleration are materializing. 


That is, they had an absolutely burning interest and, of course, this organic link 
between domestic policy, which I would call the policy of the April plenum of the 
Central Committee, the 27th party congress and the January Central Committee plenum, 
and both the foreign policy designed by the 15 January statement and our unilateral 
moratorium, which the United States is doing everythiug to ensure is not extended — 
and here, naturally, conditions have changed materially as a result of the two U.S. 
nuclear tests this year — was present invisibly, but throughout the whole fabric of 
the work of the forum and made itself felt. 


{[Primakov] It has already ended, this link... 
{[Shishlin}] Yes. It is also policy, of course, mapped out by Reykjavik, undoubtedly. 


{Levin} Naturally, we all listened yesterday with great attention to the speech by 
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, as it was relayed direct from the Kremlin, and we have 
read it through once again. It is a very interesting speecli. It is interesting 
precisely because it sets out in a concentrated form our philosophy and approach to 
international affairs, and this speech at this forum was probably the most impressive 
event from the viewpoint of setting out our principles, setting out the aims with which 
we approach international affairs. There you have the thesis mentioned by you, Nikolay 
Vladimirovich, already, of the need to humanize international reiations, indeed, to 
tell the truth. It is all brilliantly simple, indeed, it seems to be so simple, but at 
the same time just how complex, just how difficult it is to achieve these aims. The 
speech was permeated entirely with the spirit of humanization of international 
relations, the humanization of these relations. It also contained very much that which 
is specific, specific regarding how the Soviet Union, in its philosphical view of the 
world, translates its practical policy into reality. Our recent initiatives, which can 
be enumerated in the form of spaces of time at slight intervals, is most, most 
important. These include the proposal of the 27th party congress on the creation of a 
universal security system, the 15 January 1986 statement on the elimination of nuclear 
weapons by the end of the present century, and of chemical weapons, the proposal of the 
socialist countries for a considerable limitation of conventional weapons, and so on. 
It is also important to note what Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev stressed: We make no 
claim to monopoly on truth, we also support other proposals serving the cause of peace, 
we welcome ideas submitted by other sides, and this was specifically shown very clearly 
in the Delhi declaration, where the view of India and the entire Nonaligned Movement 
was taken into account. 


[Primakov] There is one more aspect I would like to bring to your attention. Mikhail 
Sergeyevich Gorbachev's speech pointed not only to the moral implication of restraint 
through nuclear weapons, but pointed in out in this way: the continuation of this over 
time might have catastrophic results. I would say this is a new aspect, and is a very 
important turn, because there are quite a few people who think well, all right, there 
has not been war for 40 years, that means that restraint is based in the existence of 
nuclear weapons. So Mikhail Sergeyevich indicated point by point in his speech how, 
should this situation now continue, there is a nuclear weapons buildup, they are 
displayed, there is a show of strength, and how this escalates into a universal danger 
of the blast. This very mechanism of restraint is transformed into a mechanism that 
could detonate everything on earth. 
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{[Shishlin] That is an absolutely correct idea, to the extent that it was exposed by 
Mikhail Sergeyevich when he noted that parity in terms of the potential for destroying 
each other many times over is absurd, is madness. 


That really is so. Indeed, this logic that, say, nuclear bombs are evil, but a 
necessary evil for preventing a worse evil, that is, war, is in itself faulty. It also 
happens the limits of nuclear weapons as restraining factors are increasingly 
disappearing, receding, through progress in military technology and through the fact 
decisions are being increasingly handed over to machines — the possibility of an 
irreparable failure increases even without any malicious intent. 


[Levin] By all accounts, of course, mankind has found itself in a situation where it 
is living virtually in an embrace with the nuclear bomb; this is an exceptionally 
dangerous proximity. The fact that this was indicated so impressively and convincingly 
in Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev's speech is a very important factor, all the more 
important in that as far as ome can judge the results of the forum of natural 
scientists that have become known, the natural scientists reached similar conclusions. 
Specifically, Professor Von Hippel of Princeton University in the United States, said 
that they drew three principle conclusions. At least, this is my recollection of his 
speech at the forum: First, there is no absolutely reliable defensive system — you 
cannot build such a system — that is, it is a direct instruction to those advocating 
SDI, to hope that it will be a reliable defensive system is groundless. Moreover, the 
natural scientists state directly the line between defensive and offensive is a very 
fine one, very fine and one that exacerbates the danger. Further, the natural 
scientists came to the conclusion that the most destabilizing situation now is the 
multiple reentry vehicles, missiles that are both ground-based and on submarines. 


The U.S. Administration, proceeding from the imbalance in the triad of strategic 
weapons that has historically developed between the United States and the USSR, says 
that the most destabilizing factor is the intercontinental ballistic missile, 
ground-based missiles. The scientists say, no, you are wrong Mr President, it is the 
missiles on submarines that are destabilizing. It is true the U.S. scientists, and 
other scientists too, as I understand it, have probably not made any direct counter 
argument to President Reagan, but this concealed meaning is tangible and is making 
itself felt. 


The conclusion that the Soviet and U.S. experts could well ensure the reliable. 
verification of adherence to the accord, does it not strike one's eye? That has been 
our position for a long time, a position which is being disputed by none other than 
representatives of the U.S. Administration. Here the opinion of scientists carries 
much weight. Mikhail Sergeyevich in his speech said, that our government, our 
leadership would thoroughly examine everything that was said at the forum and the 
proposals put forward by natural scientists, and political scientists, and physicians, 
and businessmen. Incidentally, the forum of business circles was so representative — 
I know it from the example of the Federal Republic of Germany; Christiansen, chairman 
of the board of Deutsche Bank, one of the country's largest banks; managers of such 
concerns as Salzgitter, Krupp,... 


[Primakov interrupts] Von Amerongen. 


{Levin] That is the boss of the DJHT, the Chambers of Trade and Industry of the FRG -- 
so to speak, the chief of staff of West German industry Wolff von Amerongen. 


[Primakov}] In general, that was a very representative forum. 


[Levin] Very representative. 
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{Primakov] It seems there has never been such a representative forum anywhere, I 
believe, anywhere, not only in Moscow. 


[Levin] The fact that our opinions can coincide is, naturally, a very gratifying end a 
very significant point. 


[Primakov] You know what they say about SDI, that there is generally no such defensive 
system which could reliably protect this or that country, that fact is also of great 
philosophical significance for working out our approaches to the issue of security. 
That is, what did Reagan say? Reagan has always been maintaining — well, not always, 
but from the moment he started advertising the SDI — that the presently existing 
balance will be replaced by a different system, a system based on defensive means. It 
was clear from the very outset that that system is incapable of averting a strike from 
the opposing side and of destroying all missiles that are homing on a target: 
According to different estimates, 10 to 30 percent of the missiles will get through. 


{Shishlin] That would be only in case of an efficient systen. 


{[Primakov] But of course. Could you imagine what they mean, those 10 to 30 percent? 
They would destroy any country and the world as a whole. Then, each side, if the other 
opposing side will be creating such a quote defensive unquote system, will seek to 
increase the potential of those 10 to 30 percent. Naturally, in those conditions, any 
cuts in weapons would be completely out of the question. The fact that the scientists 
arrive at the conclusion that this is a wrong way to act, that the level of the 
existing balance should be reduced — [changes thought] and a very significant point 
in this connection in the speech of Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev boils down to the 
following: At a sufficient level, proceeding from sufficiency, in other words, not to 
inflate that military overkill potential, for destroying the opposing side many times 
over, but having a sufficient amount of means to prevent an aggressor from attacking us 
— that is the way of formulating the issue. 





{Shishlin}] Right, Yevgeniy Maksimovich, I also believe that not only social but 
political circles in the West as well, have paid attention to some practical ideas 
voiced by both participants of the forum and in the aforementioned speech by Mikhail 
Sergeyevich: When he was assessing Reykjavik, he said that one ought to take Reykjavik 
as a starting point, and when he voiced the opinion that the task of disarmament taken 
alone cannot, naturally, be achieved by some kind of one-time measures. It is natural 
that there are certain phases in curtailing the arms race and reducing the level of 
military confrontation, and he mentioned the objectives which appeared to have been met 
with understanding in Reykjavik, by both the Soviet and the U.S. side. Incidentally, I 
had a brief look at the initial response: Naturally, the speech has made a profound 
impression, as has the entire work of the forum, on the foreign public. The 
commentaries stress the fact — apart from what Viktor Nikolayevich said, that it was a 
detailed picture of new political thinking on the part of the Soviet Union -- that 
there are, after all, very important arguments with regard to ways of finding solutions 
to precisely those burning issues which burden international relations. These are 
intermediary objectives, outlined in Reykjavik, and methods, ways and forms of a just 
settlement of regional conflicts, and these are indeed the needs of bringing people 
together, of bringing various forces together to embark on the resolution of global 
issues facing the world. 


[Levin] This problem, to judge by all events, will be a hard nut to crack for us. My 
attention was drawn to the fact that a large section of the West's press, without 
taking the trouble to look into what happened at the forum, what conclusions the 
participants at the forum arrived at, and without taking the trouble to examine Mikhail 
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Sergeyevich's speech carefully, immediately began another campaign of anti-Soviet 
slander. Slander indeed, the aims of which was to show — as they said — that this is 
all words. What is needed is deeds, but the Soviet Union has no deeds and — they said 
— the arms race is inevitable, there is no getting away from it, that lies hidden in 
their thinking. 


{[Primakov] I would like to disagree with you somewhat in this respect. Recently I was 
in Vienna. This was several weeks before the forum. I would say that changes in the 
situation show through clearly even in the countermeasures used against us now. What 
does this consist off There are fewer frontal attacks on the Soviet Union. Yes, more 
refined propaganda is used against us, but om the frontal level, it is just words, 
there are no actions, and this might be parts in the overall choir. 


[Levin] You know, Yevgeniy Maksimovich, unfortunately I read that in the newspaper 
GENERAL ANZEICER, a West German newspaper. It is a major newspaper, and the 
FRANKFURTER ALLCEMEINE ZEITUNG occupies approximately the same position. In this 
regard my attention was attracted by an article in THE GUARDIAN newspaper which sums up 
the results of a public opinion poll in four West European countries on the problems of 
the modern world. This poll was conducted by a British public opinion institute and 
gave, I would say, mixed results. On the ome hand it emerges that 66 percent of FRG 


citizens oppose the presence of U.S. nuclear weapons on European territory. 


In France, 60 percent reject U.S. nuclear warheads on European territory. In Britain 
it is 56 percent and in Italy it is /8 percent. That is more. But the FRG and Italy 
also happen to have been transformed, to a greater extent, by the United States into 
bases for their missiles. 


I was most intrigued by the fact that, in the view of a very great number of citizens 
of the West European countries, neither the Soviet Union nor the United States want 
disarmament. Here there is virtually an identical percentage: Say, 68 percent think 
the United States does not seriously intend to pursue a policy of disarmament, and 69 
percent think the Soviet Union holds the same position., Here there are many reasons, 
but you mentioned that the politicians do not always know our proposals — they are in 
the grip of delusion, and the public even more so. This tells us there is much work to 
be done, but, going back to the Moscow forum, to the Forum For a Nuclear-Free World, 
for the Survival of Humanity, one might say this work is taking on, as you noted quite 
correctly Yevgeniy Maksimovich, a new quality and, of course, in the final analysis 


this work is very promising. 


{Primakov] The forum has ended its work, but work to improve the international 
atmosphere itself continues, and from this viewpoint I think we have to see the Moscow 
forum not simply as a very big and important event in international relations, but as a 
start to a new, broad and worldwide effort to resolve key problems awaiting a 
solution. Many ideas were expressed. Specifically, we have not mentioned the idea for 
creating a special fund that would encourage discussion and research on the burning 
problems of modern times, that would elaborate some draft solutions for global problems 
and study conflict situations. 


{[Shishlin] The creation of laboratories. 
[Primakov] The creation of laboratories. 


[Shislin] Open ones. 
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[Primekov] That is, there were very many specific and interesting ideas, but the main 
thing, to tell the truth, is that a strong and energetic impetus has been given to the 
world public that it might get involved in solwing the task of tasks: Saving the world 
from the threat of nuclear catastrophe. 


[Levin] Esteemed Comrades! Our program time has run out. Thank you for your attention 
and all the best. 


Zholkver On Forum Reaction 
LD172222 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1900 GMT 17 Feb 87 
[Commentary by political observer Aleksandr Zholkver] 


[Text] Along with numerous positive reactions to the work of the Moscow forum — and 
you have heard a few of them — other voices are heard elsewhere, too. I particularly 
have in mind Western radio voices broadcasting to our country. For instance, the BBC 
expresses disappointment over the fact that aew proposals on the disarmament issue did 
not follow from Moscow. 


It is permissible to ask, however; should new proposals be tabled when the previous 
ones to this day unfortunately have not yet been implemented? In his address to the 
participants of the forum, Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev recalled the fact that on the 
basis of the concept, which was set out at the 27th CPSU Congress, we have worked out a 
concrete political platform for a comprehensive system of international security. It 
consists of our program for nuclear disarmament, a preparedness for the full 
elimination of chemical weapons, and large-scale steps for a reduction of conventional 
weapons in Curope. As is known, our country did not limit itself just to well wishes, 
but it turmed to such a unilateral act of good will as the moratorium on all nuclear 
explosions, which was extended more than once. 


The idea of the meeting in Reykjavik, where we brought such initiatives, which — if 
the other side had responded to them — would have meant a fundamental turn toward 
disarmament and the elimination of nuclear danger, belongs to the Soviet Union, too. 

» who is able to demand from us more new disarmament proposals? In short, in the 
santless discussions with the participants of the Moscow forum that I held these days, 
no one put forward such demands. On the other hand, very many of them said that the 
United States and other NATO countries should at long last provide a positive answer to 
the USSR's peace initiatives. 


This is where the problem lies, that someone is clearly not interested in achieving 
accord on the problem of disarmament, notably that of nuclear disarmament. What is the 
point, if any, of the last commentary by DEUTSCHE WELLE, where, as before, the doctrine 
of a nuclear threat, which allegedly ensures lasting peace, is being extolled in all 
possible ways? Is it not clear the idea of nuclear protection is not without danger 
and not timeless? It is capable of imposing a death sentence on mankind at any 
moment. Many scientists and politicians warn: Spreading nuclear weapons on earth, not 
to mention putting them in outer space, increases the danger of destroying all that is 
living on the planet. 


The Moscow forum has with full authority and full voice spoken about this threat and 
together with this, it showed the possibilities of overcoming it. In this lies its 
historical significance irrespective of all the disappointments of those who did not 
wish it well. 
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Primakov, Falin View Foruw 
LD150210 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 1930 GYT 19 Feb 87 


[Text] Moscow, 14 Feb (TASS) — How is ome to utilize the results of the meeting in 


Reykjavik for further progress in matters of limiting and reducing armaments? fHow is 
one to secure strategic stability in the world? What kind of correlation should there 


be between interia measures and the ultimate aim of nuclear disarmament? These and 
other questions were discussed today in the course cf a “roundtable” discussion by 
political scientists organized within the framework of the international forum, “For « 
Nuclear-Free World, for Mankind’s Survival which began today. This was said by 
Academician Yevgeniy Primakov. He spoke today at a briefing for journalists. 


The questions that arose gave rise to various interpretations during the discussion. 
Critical comments with respect to the Soviet Union were also heard. There were 
differing points of view, for example, regarding the interpretation of the ABM Treaty 
and also as to whether it was now necessary to preserve the Reykjavik package. 


On the other hand, positions where views coincided were determined. “Time works 
against the interests of peace if it is utilized with insufficient effectiveness for 
bringing the sides together,” said Valentin Falin, chairman of the board of the NOVOSTI 
agency. “The prospects for achieving an accord depend not on resolving the details but 
on the central issues which relate above all to the arms race. 


These prospects may be defined not only through the efforts of the USSR and the United 
States but also through the contributions by other countries to the struggle for 
peace,” Falin stressed. Finally, unanimity was expressed with regard to the fact that 
a new way of thinking was necessary for all the participants in the talks. 


/9274 
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RELATED ISSUES 


DISARMAMENT, EAST-WEST RELATIONS DISCUSSED IN MUNICH 


CSU's Strauss on Options 


LDO10241 Hamburg DPA in German 1127 GMT 1 Feb 87 


A pure zero soluvon, Strauss said, would lead in the West to the 


much too much From this pount of view too, SDI was 0 possibility 
for stemming the nuclear threat. Regarding Gorbachev's posi- 
von, Strauss said that his real opportunities for negotiation were 
very limited because of interna! Sonnet factors. Despite a certain 
change of style, no turning away by Moscow from its past position 
was yet to be noted 
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Woerner on Balance of Forces 


LD311301 Hamburg DPA in German 0832 GMT 31 Jan 87 





[Text] Bonn [no date as received] (DPA — Federal Defense 
Minister Manfred Woerner (CDU) has warned against a deterio- 
ration of the West's military situation. At the start of the 24th 
defense studies meeting in Munich today Woerner said Soviet 
conventional and nuclear forces are growing steadily. The 
readiness and ability of the western alliance to maintain nuclear 
deterrence is by contrast decreasing. Moreover, the rein- 
forcement of the conventional! defenses of the Western countries 
falls short of what is necessary. 


Woerner said he regrets the population's diminishing awareness 
of existing threats. All this results in a “continuous deterioration” 
in the balance of military power in favor of the Warsaw Pact. 
“This is where the real security policy threat to the West lies in 
the coming years.” It is exacerbated by a trend in the United 
States to reduce expenditure on defense and the presence of US. 
troops in Europe. The defense minister demanded that the 
nuclear components of the West be “kept at an effective level,” 
that the conventional defense component in Europe and in the 
United States be increased and that the “defense readiness in our 


peoples be continuously maintained.” 


Woerner said that this and the cohesion of the alliance are the 
most important preconditions for an offensive and promising 
arms control policy by the West. The states of Western Europe 
owe it both to their own security and independence in the face of 
the close and massive Soviet military power and to their joint 
defense to raise the necessary resources and provide the troop 
strengths, reserves, and trained soldiers needed to maintain an 
approximate, stable balance of forces to the Warsaw Pact. 


in Woerner's view the central task of the next few years is to press 
on energetically with military and security policy cooperation in 
West Europe. The linchpin remains the close French-German 
cooperation. “The West Europeans must optimize their military 
defense contributions in order to preserve the basis of joint 
defense and the participation of U.S. forces in it.” Even if they 
do intensify their efforts, the West European states will be unable 
to balance the military strength of the Warsaw Pact with their 
own forces. “Not even a roughtly stable balance of forces can be 
achieved without a large U.S. contribution to troops and weapons 
in Europe and to reinforcement troops for Europe.” 


Woerner expressed the hope that this year “may offer the chance 
of viable arms control agreements.” Certain signs, whose impor- 
tance are not yet however clear, indicate changes “in the attitude 
of the Soviet Union toward the West and a possible revision of 
the Soviet definition of its interests in relation to arms and the 
amassing of military power.” If Soviet party leader Mikhail 
Gorbachev is prepared for economic and domestic policy reasons 
to reduce investment in weapons for a redistribution of resources 
“then this could improve prospects for a process of limited and 
reducing arms.” 
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SPD's Bahr on Proposed Corridor 
LD311623 Hamburg DPA in German 1310 GMT 31 Jan 87 


[Text] Munich [no date as received)(DPA) -— SPD disarmament 
expert Egon Bahr has extended « demand for a zone free of 
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abstention from nuclear negotiations must at any 
an end.” All weapons with a range of under 150 
nuclear or conventional, must be discussed at the 
with equal participation, “maybe even with the Europeans 
a leading role.” 


if 
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Papers Comment on Meeting 


DWO21130 Cologne Deutschlandfrak Network in German 0605 GMT 2 Feb 87 


[From the Press Review] 


[Text] Editorials today deal with the military studies meeting 
that took place this weekend in Munich. 


Stuttgarter Zeitung writes: Fortunately, there are private 
meetings where diplomats and politicians can say what the really 
think. The international military studies meeting is one of them, 
and it has a good reputation. This weekend in Munich the usual 
statements about unity were quickly revealed to be wheat they 
usually are: Masterful pieces of diplomatic language acrobat- 
ics. People here talk turkey: Richard Perle accused the Europe- 
ans of pussyfooting, U.S. senators complained about frustration, 
and Manfred Woerner admitted that he is sometimes frustrated 
by the Americans. The Europeans pointed out once again the 
importance of a two-way street in arms deals, and the Americans 


— really form a 
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Augsburger Aligemeine notes: In view of empty cashboxes and 
poor economic data, the United States is doubtlessly correct in 
demanding some stronger cominitment by Europeans to their 
own defense. Despite all the understanding for the Americans’ 
concern, Washington must accept the criticism that its budget 
problems are caused only in small part by the fact that the United 
States is fulfilling its role as the leading political and military 
power of the western alliance. Most of the problems havc resulted 
from the wrong economic policy pursued by the men around 
President Reagan. 


The Freiburg Badische Zeitung maintains: The Munich meet- 
ing indicates how deeply the Americans are irritated by the allies 
although one must add for the sake of justice that not everything 
that was said loudly in Munich is part of Washington's policy. 
However, it was shown that U.S. economic and financial prob- 
lems are becoming an additional burden to the alliance. 


Editorial Denounces Perle's Statement 
DWO31227 Frankfurt/Main FRANKFURTER RUNDSCHAU in German 3 Feb 87 p 3 


[Werner Holzer editorial: "The Wrong Tone™] 


[Text] The soft brown eyes are misleading. Richard Perle, a 
high-ranking Pentagon official, is the sharp tongue of his chief, 


appears he leaves broken china behind, and he is convinced that 
it is the china's fault, not the tone of his voice. Not even his boss 
fights s0 doggedly for more and more weapons and against the 
soft Western Europeans. = 


At the 24th international defense forum in Munich, Perle aban- 


“coward” were not part of his vocabulary, but he left no doubt 
that he would have considered such words as apt descriptions of 
the European NATO allies. 


Mr Perle does not like the Europeans wanting to avoid con- 
troversy, not wanting always to stand before the Soviet Union 
with a threatening first, and daring occasionally to have an 
opinion different from his. That European politicians take the 
liberty occasionally to listen to the opinion of the people or that 
of “editorialists” is, according to Perle, obsequiousness. 


It is hard to recall anyone ever having used such arrogant and 
impertinent tones in the western alliance. It would have been 
understandable if some of those he abused had walked out of the 
forum. But how did Richard Perle put it? In conferences Europe- 
ans tend to use “diplomatically blurred formulations” and false 
politness. He was right in that respect for once. 
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The European NATO partners should learn from Perie 
the U.S. Government that in the future they will not scsept mah 
# man anymore as an official discussion partner. Granted, Perie 
Obviously seems obsessed by the idea that he is the only one who 
knows anything about poliltics and strategy, but there is, after 
all, still something like European self-respect. We hope! 


explain to Europeans that his was not the opinion of a European 
consider us Europeans stupid babbiers, and cowards Howeve 
we do not have to listen to that politely. 


Intimidation is inappropriate as a means of alliance policy. In 
contrast to Richard Perie and his friends, there are only a few 
people in Europe who close thair ears out of the belief that they 
know everything already. Western Europen policy gives cause for 
criticism too. But if East-West relations and the situation in the 





words and deeds. 


“retaliation” at the defense forum, if the Europeans did not 
eventually give in over the trade conflict with the United States. 
It was certainly not a time for kid gloves or subtie distinctions. 
And not a time for those U.S. senators who tried again in Munich 
to use the “troops withdrawal” issue as a thumbecrew. 


European-U S. relations have weathered many a storm because 
it is an alliance of independent contries. If, during the last 2 years 
of President Reagan's term of office, the convinction should arise 
in Washington that Europeans should follow every whistie obe- 
diently, it would be a bed sign for the alliance. Western Europe 
must say that jointly and plainly. Richard Perle and his kind 
require sume response. 


CSO: 5200/2493 - END - 
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